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Abstract 
FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS AND THE MISSING VOICE OF PARENTS 
by 
Laura Rice Stein 
Advisor: Professor Steve Burghardt 
 Educators, researchers, advocates, and others agree that effective family-school 
partnership is an important component in best supporting the academic outcomes and future 
success of students. However, schools and educators struggle in forming constructive 
partnerships with racially and economically marginalized and oppressed parents and families, 
particularly low-income Black parents and families. This compromises support for low-income 
Black students that are already served in underfunded and under-resourced schools compared to 
their White middleclass counterparts. Further, this phenomenon exacerbates a widely understood 
academic achievement gap between low-income Black students and White middleclass students. 
In seeking to unearth and better understand effective strategies and practices within family-
school partnerships with low-income Black families in the hopes of improving them, most 
research and literature highlights the voice and perspective of school leadership, social workers, 
school psychologists and other professionals. A critical voiced missing in this discussion is that 
of the parents themselves. This study aims to highlight and bring their much-needed perspective 
to the conversation.  
Employing in-depth, semi-structured interviews during the academic years of 2014-2015 
and 2015-2016, this research gives insight and perspective into the family-school partnership 
experiences of twelve (12) low-income Black parents whose children were in the 3rd or 4th-grade 
at a public elementary school in New York City. Thematic analysis of the data revealed two 
 
   
v 
main areas of focus within the family-school partnerships described: Relationships Within 
Family-School Partnerships and Influences Within Family-School Partnerships. Further, within 
each theme, four spheres of relationship (parent-child, parent-school, parent-principal, parent-
teacher) and four spheres of influence (on-site school-based support program; parent manifested 
belief in parents’ role in education; parent knowledge and opinion of teaching strategies and 
curriculum, and larger education system; race and ethnicity) were revealed. In addition, the data 
analysis showed the commitment, knowledge, and energy that the parents interviewed brought to 
their relationship with and to the school, as well as the constructive power that school leadership 
harnessed in actively seeking relationship and partnership steeped in honesty, trust, passion, and 
belief in and for the parents and families that they served. Finally, the study supported previous 
authors’ contentions for the inclusion of family home-based activities within models and 
frameworks of family-school partnership as well as revealed avenues for practice and future 
research towards the goal of strengthening family-school partnerships in support of best 
outcomes for students and their families.   
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CHAPTER 1: PROBLEM FORMULATION 
Education Achievement Gap 
Access to quality education and the ability to succeed in school are vital to prepare youth 
to become productive members of society. However, students of differing economic 
backgrounds and ethnicities are not performing at the same rate (Algar, 2017; Anyon, 1997; 
Anyon, 2005; edcounts.org; Fabricant, 2011; Kozol, 1991; Kozol, 2005; Massey & Denton, 
2008; Neckerman, 2007; Porter, 2015; Smith, 2004; Tough, 2009). Low-income and students of 
color, particularly Black students, drop out of school at alarmingly higher rates than any other 
students in the U.S. (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2010; NYC Department of Education, 
2016). For example, in the 2006-07 academic year 56% of the students that failed to graduate 
from high school were students of color (Education Week: Graduation Profiles, 2007) and in 
2008 the dropout rate of low-income students was 4 ½ times higher than students from high-
income families (Chapman, Kewal, & Ramani, 2010). This trend continues today; the 2014 
graduation rate for low-income high school students was at 75%, 8% below the national average 
(Education Week: Diplomas Count, 2016). Further, focusing on the Black-White education 
achievement gap, the 2014 – 2015 national high school graduation rate for Black students was 
73%, 9% below the national average, whereas 87% of White students graduated, 5% above the 
national average (National Center for Education Statistics, 2017).  
This disparity is even greater in New York State where 68% of Black high school 
students graduated in 2016 versus 89% of White high school students (New York State 
Education Department, 2016). Further, in 2016, New York City, one of the largest urban school 
systems in the U.S., had a 14% Black-White graduation rate disparity with 68.1% of Black high 
school students graduating and 8.8% dropping out compared to 82.1% of White high school 
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students graduating and 4.8% dropping out (New York City Department of Education, 2016). It 
was found that student achievement was closely linked to neighborhood demographics across all 
New York City boroughs, with schools in more affluent communities seeing higher graduation 
rates than those in economically challenged communities (Algar, 2017). In addition, the latest 
National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) report indicated that in 2007 there was a 
national Black-White achievement gap in both math and reading for students served in public 
schools. Specifically, for 4th-graders there was a 26-point achievement gap in math and a 27-
point achievement gap in reading, and for 8th-graders there was a 31-point achievement gap in 
math and a 28-point achievement gap in reading (NCES, 2009). In New York City, this trend 
currently persists with Black students testing significantly below proficiency level in both math 
and English as compared to their White counterparts (Soria, 2015).   
Factors Influencing School Performance 
There are numerous combinations of risk factors for poor school performance and low 
graduation rates. These include, but are not limited to, low socioeconomic status, housing 
instability or homelessness, single-parent households, and internal familial struggles (Bankston, 
III & Caldas, 1998; Chang & Romero, 2008; Fabricant, 2011; Moore, Vandivere, & Macomber, 
2000; Nelson, Stage, Duppong-Hurley, Synhorst, & Epstein, 2007; Pong & Ju, 2000 Robins, 
Stagman, & Smith, 2012; Soleil, 1993). Studies indicate that these risk factors disproportionably 
affect children of color, particularly Black children (Elliot, 2016; National Center for Children in 
Poverty, 2008; NYC Administration for Children’s Services, 2007; Simmons, 2002).  
Importantly, many studies point to several protective factors that support students 
contending with multiple risk factors. These include high and consistent parental involvement; 
supportive individuals or networks within the immediate and extended family; and a strong 
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working relationship between the family, school, and the community (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; 
Mediratta, Shah, & McAlister; 2009; Tran, 2014; Williams, 2011).  However, for students with 
limited protective factors, recent education trends suggest that to counter risk factors, a sound 
academic curriculum needs to be complimented with efforts to support family and community 
life. Scholars assert that effective efforts include an array of social services structured to address 
educational risk factors for the poorest students of color (Hill & Craft, 2003; Thompson, et al., 
2017; Walsh, 1998).  
An abundance of research explores how interdisciplinary professionals and/or community 
stakeholders can create school-based partnerships to support students’ needs (Anderson-Butcher 
& Ashton, 2004; Carpenter-Aeby, Aeby, & Boyd, 2007; Phillippo & Stone, 2006; Sheridan & 
Kim; 2016; Weist, Ambrose, & Lewis, 2006). Studies indicate that school-based supports can 
enable higher student academic, social, and emotional functioning. The school-linked and 
school-based literature focuses primarily on how to build effective interdisciplinary professional 
teams or on describing initiatives of professional collaborations (Anderson-Butcher & Ashton, 
2004; Dryfoos, 2008; Eber, Sugai, Smith, & Scott, 2002; Franklin & Streeter, 1995; Phillippo & 
Stone, 2006; Sar & Wulff, 2003; Sheridan & Kim; 2016; Taylor & Adelman, 2000; Thompson, 
et al., 2017; Weist, Ambrose, & Lewis, 2006). The aim of these collaborations is to use holistic 
support to improve the child’s overall functioning with a particular focus on academics. The 
approach presumes that holistically addressing the students’ risk factors will close the 
achievement gap.   
The Important Role of Parents 
However, professional teams and community stakeholders cannot support children in a 
vacuum. Educators and researchers agree that in addition to interdisciplinary collaboration 
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among regular education teachers, special education teachers, social workers, and mental health 
practitioners, parental involvement in children’s schooling is crucial to improve academic 
outcomes (Broussard, 2003; Christenson & Carloson, 2005; Jonson-Reid, et al., 2007; 
Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Moore, et al., 2000; Park & Holloway, 2017; 
Smith, 2006). Academic literature (Comer, 1984; Comer, 1986; Comer, 2005; Cooper & 
Crosnoe, 2007; Eccles & Harold, 1993; Gutman & McLoyd, 2000; Henderson, 1988; Hoover-
Dempsey & Sandler, 1995; Jeynes, 2010; Park & Holloway, 2017; Sheldon, 2003; Somers, 
Owens, & Piliawsky, 2007) as well as education, social service, and parent organizations and 
think tanks underscore the importance of parents in improving academic performance. However, 
despite this consensus, school administrators and educators struggle to foster family-school 
collaborations with Black families, particularly those from economically challenged 
communities (Bensman, 1999; Broussard, 2003; Jonson-Reid, et al., 2007; Liontos, 1992; Posey-
Maddox & Haley-Lock, 2016). The literature points to various reasons for this phenomenon. 
These include lack of diversity training for an overwhelmingly White, middle-class teaching 
force (Broussard, 2003; Doucet, 2008) and a school culture that does not value the view, voice, 
or participation of the family (Christenson, 2003; Vandrick, 1999; Williams, 2005).  
The Missing Voice of Parents  
Strikingly, numerous studies exist demonstrating the perspective of field academics and 
experts on the subject of family-school partnerships (Comer, 1984; Cooper & Crosnoe, 2007; 
Jeynes, 2010; Karther & Lowden, 1997; Liontos, 1992; Liontis, 1992; Steinberg, Lambron, 
Dornbusch, & Darling; 1992; Vickers, 1994; Sheldon, 2005; Swap, 1990; Tran, 2014). However, 
a paucity of research seeks the perspective of parents and families themselves. The few studies 
that do focus on the voices of parents suggest that many Black parents feel they are being 
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marginalized within their children’s education and/or are being blamed for their children’s 
failures (Carter, 2007; Cooper, 2007; Lumby, 2007).   
Other studies suggest that many educators, despite the best of intentions, often 
unknowingly pathologize low-income Black students and families (Doucet, 2008; Shields, 2004; 
Swadener & Lubeck, 1995; Tran, 2014). This results in families and students being held solely 
responsible for students’ academic and/or social struggles, thus abdicating any responsibility on 
the part of the school (Patterson, Hale, & Stessman, 2008; Shields, 2004). In order to build a true 
partnership we cannot marginalize, blame, or pathologize. Rather, we must strive to develop 
strong relationships that are grounded in respect and open to difference (Auerbach, 2007; Bryk & 
Schneider, 2003; Doucet, 2008; Shields, 2004; Witner, 2005).  To do so, we need to seek out and 
listen to families’ perspective and experience (Doucet, 2008; Francis, et al., 2016; Freire, 2009; 
Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Kim, et al., 2013; Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-
Bart, 2014; Shields, 2004). As learned in the following study, and supported within current 
literature (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Francis, et al., 2016; Mapp, 2003; Mchenna & Millen, 2013; 
Minke, et al., 2014; Posey-Maddax & Halley-Lock, 2016), paramount to building effective 
family-school partnerships for Black parents and caregivers is educators working to consistently 
foster and nurture the partnership relationship. In doing so, schools and educators must cultivate 
and frame that relationship firmly in a base of respect, trust, and support, both with parents as 
well as with their children.  
Research Questions and Study Intent  
In seeking to better understand low-income Black parents’ perspectives and experiences 
within their family-school partnerships, this study focused on two main questions: What are 
schools and educators doing well in their pursuit of fostering and building effective relationship 
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and partnership with families, and what do schools and educators need to improve upon in their 
pursuit of fostering and building effective relationship and partnership with families? In order to 
gain a depth and breadth of understanding within this, the inquiry also sought to unearth how 
individual relationships and partnerships at schools, such as with the principal, teacher, and other 
school personnel, has an impact and role within parents’ perspectives and experiences in their 
relationship and partnership with the school as an entity. Finally, it also aimed to unpack how 
race and/or ethnicity is and/or is not impactful in the family-school partnership experience. This 
study, with a focus on family-school partnerships, takes a critical eye to our ongoing inequitable 
education system. By bringing to the forefront the voice of the parents themselves, it aims to 
shed light on how to best utilize an untapped available resource, low-income Black parents and 
caregivers, to combat these inequities. 
In order to investigate and unpack what effective partnership is and looks like, we must 
first understand what “partnership” means. Further, we must frame this understanding within a 
theoretical lens, and hold this understanding in a historical and present-day context. Therefore, in 
Chapter 2 I outline a definition of partnership and other key terms and concepts of the study and 
present the theoretical precepts guiding the research. In Chapter 3 I discuss the history of family-
school partnership with low-income Black families, and in Chapter 4 review literature on current 
programs, policies, and practices addressing and/or attempting to foster family-school 
partnership. I present the study’s research methodology in Chapter 5, which employed a 
qualitative design to uncover the perspectives and experiences of low-income Black 
parents/caregivers within family-school partnership. Finally, in Chapters 6 and 7 I present and 
discuss the study findings, and in Chapter 8 present the implications of these findings and 
suggestions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2: STUDY CONCEPTS & THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 
Too often the argot used in academia and in the media when discussing marginalized 
communities does not clearly define their usage (Swadener & Lubeck, 1995). This is problematic 
because it promulgates a narrative that holds dominant White culture as superior to minoritized 
individuals and communities (Miller & Garran, 2008). Therefore, in the following chapter I 
describe how I use key terms in this study - low-income, education, and partnership. In addition, 
I clarify the population of this study, Black Americans, and provide the rationale for this focus. 
Finally, I present how power theory, social stratification theory, black feminist theory, and 
critical race theory framed the study problem and any discussion of family-school partnership.  
Study Concepts 
Black Americans 
There are problematic educational outcome disparities for many communities of color as 
compared to their White peers as evidenced by national math, reading, and science assessment 
scores (Education Counts, 2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2010) and the national high 
school dropout rate (Chapman, Laird, & Kewal Ramani, 2010; National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2017). However, this study focused on Black students and families and their 
relationship with schools. This is not to imply that the issues and concerns that are facing other 
racially and ethnically marginalized communities within the education system are not as serious 
or as important as within the Black community. Rather, it is because it is important to delineate 
the difference of experience between the communities. The history of slavery, Jim Crow 
segregated education, and desegregated education uniquely impacts Black Americans and 
schools’ views of and interactions with Black families (Edwards, 1993; Landson-Billings & 
Tate, 1995; Lareau & Horvat, 1999; Lewis, James, Hancock, & Hill-Jackson, 2008; Walker, 
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1996).  In focusing on Black students and families, I hope to respect this difference of history 
and experience unique to the Black American community.  
It is important to note that although for many within the Black community, the terms 
African American and Black can be and are used interchangeably (Newport, 2007) there is a 
divide among many as to whether it is more appropriate to use the term Black or African 
American (McHorter, 2004; Newport, 2007). Those that argue for using African American put 
forth that this term honors and reflects the history of slavery in the U.S. and respects and 
includes an ethnic as well racial identity (McHorter, 2004). However, some have put forth that 
the term African American is problematic as it does not accurately represent the diversity within 
the Black community and does not differentiate between recent immigrants and individuals 
whose family ancestors trace back to slavery (McHorter, 2004).  McWhorter (2004) argues that 
the term Black, purposefully capitalized, is more inclusive of the varied and diverse Black racial 
and ethnic community and holds a sense of pride, respect, and memory of the Black American 
experience going back to the days of slavery. In addition, although many within the Black 
community use the terms Black and African American interchangeably (Newport, 2007), some 
surveys indicate that Black is the preferred term (Sigelman, Tuch, & Martin, 2005). Therefore, 
while acknowledging that some may take issue, for the purposes of this dissertation I chose to 
use the word Black or Black Americans.  
Low-Income 
 In 2017, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) poverty 
guidelines stated that a family of four earning less than $24,600 a year was living in poverty 
(USHHS, 2017). However, research indicates a family needs to earn close to twice the amount of 
the federal poverty level to make ends meet (Lin & Bernstein, 2008). In addition, families living 
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in high-cost areas such as New York City need to earn even more (O’Neill, Garcia, Amerlynck, 
& Blum, 2001). In fact, as per the Self-Sufficiency Standard for New York City published in 
2010, a family of four needs to earn close to three times the amount of the federal poverty level 
(Pearce, 2010). In schools, families are identified as low-income when they are eligible for free 
or reduced cost meals (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2011). Therefore, for the purposes of this 
study, low-income is defined by the USDHHS poverty index guidelines with the stated caveat 
and the USDA guidelines for free and reduced cost meals at schools.  
Education 
 For the purposes of this paper, education refers to elementary, middle, and high school 
public education. However, pre-school and early intervention programs will be briefly presented 
and/or discussed as appropriate as will charter schools as they relate to recent education reform 
strategies. I have chosen to focus on public schools as opposed to charter schools or private 
(parochial or secular) schools since the vast majority of students in the U.S., including Black 
students, are served in public schools (US Department of Education, 2013; National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2017).  
Partnership 
In school-based literature, parent and family are at times used interchangeably when 
discussing family-school partnership. For the purposes of this dissertation, the term parent, 
caregiver, and/or family includes biological, adoptive, step, or person standing in loco parentis, 
and any person in a child’s life that plays a significant role in their daily life, learning, and 
commitment to school (Anafara & Mertens, 2008).  
There are differing ideas and views of what parent partnership means and what it should 
look like in K – 12 education (Carter, 2007). According to Arnstein (1969), “participation 
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without redistribution of power is an empty and frustrating process for the powerless. It allows 
the power holders to claim that all sides were considered but makes it possible for only some of 
those sides to benefit. It maintains the status quo” (p. 41). In describing what she coins the 
Ladder of Citizen of Participation, she outlines eight rungs of the ladder that make up three 
degrees of participation. The first degree is nonparticipation, which represents manipulation and 
therapy. The main purpose of nonparticipation is for those in power to “educate” or “cure” the 
participant. Tokenism is the second degree of participation on the ladder and consists of 
informing, consultation, and placation. Although participants have a voice in tokenism, they lack 
the power to have their ideas and suggestions be acted upon. Finally, citizen power is the third 
degree of participation on the ladder and involves partnership or delegated power and citizen 
control. In partnership, participants are able to negotiate and compromise with power holders 
whereas in delegated power and citizen control, participants have the majority vote in decision 
making and full managerial power (Arnstein, 1969).  
Applying this framework to the dominant bureaucratic public school structure (Meier, 
Polinard, & Wrinkle, 2000; Patterson, Hale, & Stessman, 2008), parents are typically sought as 
non-participants and tokens, and not as true partners (Swap, 1990). For low-income Black 
parents, this relegates them to a subjugated position with little to no power to effect positive 
change for their children, even if school personnel suggest they can. Therefore, if students’ 
outcomes improve with parent participation, we must look at whether schools and educators are 
truly seeking parental participation/partnership. It is this level, the level of “citizen power” 
partnership as defined above, that frames this research.i  
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Theoretical Perspectives 
As will be presented below, critical race theory, black feminist theory, and theories of 
social stratification, power, and oppression informed this study of family-school partnerships, 
policies, and programs.  
Critical Race Theory 
Critical Race Theory (CRT) posits that race and racism are ingrained in our society and 
consequently entrenched in our education system (Milner, 2007).ii Statistics regarding discipline, 
suspension, tracking, funding, and quality of teachers supported the application of CRT in this 
study. For example, a disproportionate number of Black students, typically male, are sent to 
administrative offices for discipline issues, even when controlling for socioeconomic status 
(Skibba, Miceal, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002), and a disproportionate number of Black male 
students receive school suspensions (Skibba, et al., 2002). In addition, Black students are less 
likely to be enrolled in high-tracked classes and more likely to be enrolled in lower-tracked 
classes (Rees, Argys, & Brewer, 1996). This is problematic because low tracking exacerbates 
achievement gaps and graduation gaps (Gamoran & Mare, 1989). However, schools and teachers 
too often ignore this relationship. Instead, they ascribe poor education outcomes for low-income 
Black students to a lack of their parents’ interest in or valuing of their children’s education 
(Paterson, Hale, & Stessman, 2008). This compromises the ability for families and schools to 
develop effective partnerships. This is problematic, not the least of which because studies, 
including the one conducted by this author, find that in fact parents from all racial and economic 
backgrounds put profound value on their children’s education and seek to do all they can to 
support their performing and functioning at their highest potential (Billingsley, 1992; Doucet, 
2008; Epstein, 1990; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Sui-Chu & Willms, 
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1996). If schools and educators do not hold this to be true, it compromises both the schools’ and 
families’ ability to best support students because a functioning partnership is less likely to be 
built.   
Studies indicate that differences in school spending on instruction and other expenditures 
are linked to differences in achievement between low-income students and middle-class students 
(Samuels, 2016; Wenglinsky, 1998). This spending gap directly affects the quality of teachers for 
low-income students (Hall & Ushomirsky, 2010). More experienced and higher credentialed 
teachers are working in better-funded schools, typically not located in high-poverty communities 
(Jerald, 2002; Hall & Ushomirsky, 2010; National Center for Education Statistics, 2000). Lower 
quality instruction exacerbates disparities in educational outcomes (Peske & Haycock, 2006). 
Because more Black children live in high-poverty areas, more Black students attend lower-
funded schools with lower-quality teachers (Hall & Ushomirsky, 2010; Vivacqua, 2011). In 
addition, lower quality teachers are less likely to be effective partners with families (Doucet, 
2008; McKenna & Millen, 2013; Ratcliff & Gilbert, 2009). Applying CRT, this inequity is an 
example of institutional and structural racism (Landson-Billings & Tate, 1995).  
The power inequities in the larger society are mirrored in the power inequities between 
low-income Black parents and schools (Cannon, 1990) lending support to CRT’s assertion that 
racism is deep-rooted in schools (Milner, 2007). Schools and school personnel may hold 
positions of power based on legitimate authority and knowledge (Domhoff, 1967; Wrong, 2009), 
but they may yield that authority over students and families through processes that seek to induce 
or coerce compliance (Domhoff, 1967; Smith, 2004; Wrong, 2009) instead of through forming 
partnerships. In a stratified system, power enables the dominant group to maintain their 
dominance despite subordinate resistance to the contrary (Domhoff, 1967; Smith, 2004; Weber, 
 
   
13 
2010; Wrong, 2009). This is due to hierarchal patterns in individuals’ social location in society 
based on race, class, and gender that either give or deny power and authority socially, politically, 
and economically (Domhoff, 1967; Fabricant, 2010; Hill Collins, 1990; Taylor, 1998; Taylor, 
1998; Weber, 2010).  
Black Feminist Theory 
Black Feminist Theory (BFT) supports the stance of CRT, putting forth that interlocking 
systems of oppression, particularly involving race, class, and gender, create an axis of 
subordination and domination of poor, Black women by a White, patriarchal society (Hill 
Collins, 1990; Taylor, 1998; Taylor, 1998). Because mothers are often the ones communicating 
and interacting with schools (Cutler, 2000), the interlocking system of race, class, and gender 
BFT posits, frames the power relationship and inequalities embedded in the relationship between 
the school and low-income, Black mothers and their children (Cooper, 2007; Fabricant, 2010; 
Weber, 2010).  
Cooper (2007), using BFT to frame her own research, agrees. She (Cooper, 2007) argues 
that any examination of Black mothers and schools must include attention to the intersection of 
gender, race, and class. As she (Cooper, 2007) and others (Collins, 1990; hooks, 1989) discuss, 
dominant White society holds a negative stereotype of Black women as dramatic, unreasonable, 
and aggressive. This negative view is particularly linked to Black mothers (Cooper, 2007). In 
schooling, this assumption is compounded by the pathologized view of Black familial culture 
and values being in opposition of school culture and values (Delpit, 1995; Landson-Billings, 
1994). Therefore, in family-school partnerships, Black mothers must contend and navigate with 
and within this stereotype in order to effectively support and advocate for their children (Cooper, 
2007). As such, BFT is integral to include within the theoretical frame of this research.  
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Social Stratification, Power, & Oppression 
A key component of creating a societal system of stratification is limiting individuals’ 
access to resources and thus limiting mobility (Gursky & Ku, 2008). For instance, historical and 
current racial segregation in housing and schooling negatively affect the wellbeing of low-
income Black Americans by constraining opportunities for social and economic success (Anyon, 
1997; Anyon, 2005; Massey & Deaton, 2008; Tough, 2009). In fact, one can argue that our 
education system is one of the strongest forces securing our current system of stratification. 
Low-income Black students that are either negatively tracked or served in under-funded and 
overtaxed schools are given fewer internal and external resources to reach their highest potential. 
This limits their educational and social mobility, while maintaining the dominant status of the 
White, middle-class power elite (Anyon, 1997; Pebley & Saltry, 2008; Tough, 2009). In 
addition, this phenomenon is furthered by the lack of options many low-income Black students 
and families believe they have to overcome their subordination within the education system and 
within larger society due to past and present experiences of racism and/or internalized racism 
(Domhoff, 1967; Weber, 2010).  
Family-school partnerships can be a viable tool for fostering and promoting best 
outcomes for low-income Black students. However, in order to achieve this, the authentic voices 
and experiences of parents and families must be fully incorporated into our thinking and 
understanding of what is and is not working within the pursuit of effective family-school 
partnerships; this study is a small step in the aim towards this. Of import within this, we must 
recognize the above matrix and power dominance the school as an institution holds as it pertains 
to family-school relationships in order to successfully build family-school relationships with 
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low-income Black families taught largely by White and/or middle-class school professionals 
(Padgett, 2006; Smith, Stern, & Shatrova, 2008).  
Parents should be able to create a path for their children’s success and mobility, 
advocating for and/or protecting them from individuals and/or institutions or entities that are 
obstructing their progress. However, because low-income Black parents stand in an inequitable 
position, they are too often limited in their ability to do this, particularly in the education system 
(Delpit, 2006; Fabricant, 2010; Jenks, et al., 2008). As such, in order to provide a historical 
contextual frame of understanding of family-school partnerships, in the next chapter I highlight 
issues of stratification, power, and oppression framed within CRT and BFT theories within a 
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CHAPTER 3: HISTORY OF FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
There has been a relationship between families and schools since the inception of the 
public schooling. Throughout the history of this relationship, race and social class have played a 
significant role (Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1980). For Black families, from the early nineteenth 
century and slavery to the abolishment of slavery to the 1896 ruling in Plessy v. Ferguson to the 
1954 ruling in Brown v. Board of Education through to today, the nature and tenure of the 
relationships between families and schools has been rooted within ideological viewpoints of the 
role of the school, the role of the family, and an ethnocentrist view of schools and society 
(Applied Research Center, 2006; Lightfoot, 1980).  
In colonial time, the family wielded the most power within schools. However, this 
relationship changed over time, most notably in the nineteenth century when power shifted away 
from the home and families to the school. With that change, a relationship that had been 
unstructured and informal became structured within a purposeful and bureaucratic system 
(Chavkin, 1993; Cutler, 2000). As power shifted to the schools, schools sought to garner and 
harness parent support for schools and schools’ aims most notably through the development of 
Parent Teacher Associations (Cutler, 2000). In addition, schools began to be looked at as an 
arena for social outreach and reform, particularly for poor, working class, Black, or immigrant 
families (Cutler, 2000). However, instead of the outreach and reform seeking to give power to 
economically and racially marginalized parents, it was framed in the stance that these parents 
were the core reason their children were not excelling at school. Therefore, it was held that 
parents needed to be “educated” in order to learn to better socialize, prepare, and support their 
children in their schooling (Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1980; Ravitch & Vinovskis, 1995). This 
ideological stance of pathologizing parents became more pronounced and significant in 1954 
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after Brown ruled that segregated schooling was illegal (Cutler, 2000; Edwards, 1993; Lightfoot, 
1980). This ruling, because it did not truly address the racist underpinnings within the U.S. 
school system, in seeking to end documented inequities in access to and quality of schooling for 
Black students by legally desegregating schooling, transitioned many Black children and their 
families from community schools where they felt a level of comfort, respect, and partnership to 
ones where they experienced the exact opposite (Edwards, 1993; Walker, 1996).  
In an attempt to create a thread from the past to present-day obstacles and struggles 
within family-school partnership with low-income Black families, this chapter will outline and 
discuss the history of unequal treatment of Black children in the public school system and within 
family-school partnership before and after desegregated schooling, through the 1960’s Civil 
Rights Movement, through the 1970’s and 1980’s Neo-Liberal Movement, to the inception of No 
Child Left Behind in 2002, Race to the Top in 2009, and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 
2015. Particular focus will be given to shifts and changes in how Black families have and have 
not been thought of and included in school practices as well as within education policy and 
research.  
Unequal Treatment: Black American Children in Public Schools 
Throughout the history of public schooling in the U.S., Black Americans have been 
mistreated within the public education system (Kozol, 1991; Lightfoot, 1978; Neckerman, 2007; 
Tyack, 1974; Smith & Chunn, 1993). While schooling has oft been viewed as a means towards 
unification, equity, and a promise of growth, for Black Americans it has too frequently been an 
institution that perpetuates and fosters social and economic oppression (Lightfoot, 1978; Tyack, 
1974). For example, during the nineteenth century, prior to the abolishment of slavery, it was 
illegal for Black slaves in the South to receive an education. In addition, in Northern states that 
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had abolished slavery, Black students, unlike White immigrants, were not readily incorporated 
into the public school system. Repeatedly, Black youth were segregated, denied, and/or cheated 
within an education system that was controlled by and/or geared towards Whites. Of note 
however, throughout this time, many Black leaders argued and fought for an equitable schools 
system for their children. Some pushed for racially integrated schooling while others pushed for 
racially segregated schooling so that Black children were not forced to contend with racially 
motivated negative treatment by their peers or teachers. Whatever the stance, Black Americans 
were voicing upset over the inequitable treatment and education that their children were 
receiving and seeking a way to remedy this fact (Lerner, 1972; Neckerman, 2007; Tyack, 1974; 
White, 1999).  
Towards the end of the nineteenth century, following the end of the Civil War, the 
abolishment of slavery in the South, and the Plessy v Ferguson ruling legally sanctioning 
“separate but equal,” Black students throughout the U.S. were too frequently relegated to 
segregated schools with limited funding, lack of adequate supplies, and poorer academic rigor as 
compared to their White counterparts (Applied Research Center, 2006; Woyshner, 2005).iii This 
disparity continued throughout the early to mid-twentieth century until the landmark 1954 
decision in Brown v The Board of Education which held out the hope that desegregated 
education would afford Black students an equitable education and therefore a more equitable 
opportunity to grow and thrive within the U.S. workforce and economy (Johnson, 1995). 
Unfortunately, Brown did not usher in a reformed educational system that treated all students as 
equal. From that time through to today, Black students were and are too often served in schools 
that are poorly funded, have a lack of resources, have less credentialed teachers, and have higher 
teacher-to-student ratios resulting in poorer grades, higher drop-out rates, and lower graduation 
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rates than White students (Anyon, 1997; Anyon, 2005; Education Week: Graduation Profiles, 
2007; Education Week: Diplomas Count, 2016; Fabricant, 2011; Giroux & Schmidt, 2004; 
Johnson, 1995; Kozol, 1991; Kozol, 2005; National Center for Education Statistics, 2017; Tyack, 
1974).  
Newton Edwards (1939) stated in 1939 that if formal education attainment is required for 
social, educational, and economic opportunity and advancement in the U.S., and some peoples 
and groups are afforded quality educational facilities and programs while others are not, the U.S. 
education system is an instrument of social stratification, regional inequality, and racial 
inequality. Therefore, Edwards put forth, the U.S. education system is perpetuating the economic 
and racial inequalities it supposedly deems to prevent. Edwards’ stance, given the identifiable 
conditions of the U.S. education system as it pertains to Black Americans, is just as true today as 
it was in 1939. As such, the historical and present-day inequity that Black students face in the 
public school system frames, informs, and impacts the interactions and feelings many Black 
families have with and towards schools. This must be held when looking at and discussing the 
history and current state of Black familial relationship and partnership with schools.iv  
Families and Schools: Before and After Brown v. Board of Education 
In the mid-1800s, the once informal relationship between home and school began to 
become more politicized with shifts in thinking about who was more responsible for children’s 
academic as well as moral development – families or schools (Applied Research Center, 2006; 
Cutler, 2000). During this time, in southern states it was illegal to educate children of slaves, and 
in northern states that had abolished slavery, it was illegal for Black children and White children 
to attend the same schools (Applied Research Center, 2006; Lightfoot, 1978; Slaughter & 
Kuehne, 1993). After slavery legally ended in the South at the end of the Civil War and during 
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the Reconstruction Era, Black Americans worked together to bring public education to the South 
(Applied Research Center, 2006; Gilmore, 1996; Lerner, 1972). Also during this time, 
throughout the U.S., schools began to formally organize their relationship with families in order 
to harness parent support and cooperation as well as control the parental role within schools. In 
addition, mothers, particularly White mothers, began to organize to focus their power as well 
(Applied Research Center, 2006; Cutler, 2000).  
The National Congress of Mothers (NCM), founded in 1897, focused on the relationship 
between families and schools. Led by White women, the NCM stated that they would not 
discriminate based on race and put forth their platform of education as an arena for reform to be 
achieved through improved communication and collaboration between the school and the 
families it serves (Cutler, 2000; Woyshner, 2009). This paved the way for organized 
communication and cooperation between schools and families as well as the recognition that the 
relationship between the two entities was of paramount importance (Cutler, 2000). However, as 
will be discussed further in this chapter, the power and balance within this relationship continued 
to evolve and shift as well as differed depending upon one’s race and class (Cutler, 2000; Tyack, 
1974).  
 In the early to mid-1800s, families were seen as responsible for children’s moral 
development (Cutler, 2000). In the late 1800s to the early 1900s, this idea began to modify with 
the creation of NCM and a social class shift among middle-class, White families that began to 
look to schools to assist families in developing children’s psychological health and social 
wellbeing (Cutler, 2000; Moles, 1993). This change in thinking, combined with a social reform 
movement led by middle-class Whites that saw poor and immigrant families as lacking in 
appropriate skills to effectively socialize and guide their children, set the stage for the onset of 
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visiting teachers in 1905. Although visiting teachers were partly instituted to support White, 
middle-class families if needed, their primary aim was to help make what were seen as 
delinquent and unwanted children appropriately socialized for school as well as the workplace 
(Cutler, 2000).  
 Throughout the early 1900s, the active and organized communications between families 
and schools continued with the intent for cooperation between what was seen as two different yet 
reciprocal entities. By 1920, the Parent and Teacher Association (PTA) had become widespread 
across the country (Cutler, 2000). Of note, also by 1920, most PTAs in the South began refusing 
membership to Black associations. As a result, in 1926, educators and associations in the South 
began forming their own PTAs (Woshner, 2009). The segregated PTAs, working on fundraising 
for local schools and various initiatives to support the health and safety of children and families, 
independently adhered to the same bylaws and programs. However, the Black PTAs also focused 
on issues of race and equality whereas the White PTAs did not. In addition, working teachers and 
school administrators headed the Black PTAs whereas middle-class parent volunteers headed the 
White PTAs (Woyshner, 2003; Woyshner, 2009) suggesting parents held more power and 
control within the White PTAs than the Black PTAs. However, it is important to contextually 
hold that this difference in parent control and power within Black PTAs may have been partly 
due to intended design. Black teachers at this time held power and influence in their communities 
owing to their education as well as abilities in traversing and advocating within the White 
dominated political power structure of the education system; something that Black parents, 
typically with less schooling, often struggled to do (Gilmore, 1996; Lerner, 1972; Schechter, 
2001). Therefore, having teachers imbued with greater control than parents in Black PTAs, in 
effect was Black parents harnessing the power of Black teachers for their mutual benefit. 
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The NCM, which became The National Congress of Mothers and Parent-Teacher 
Association in 1908 and then the National Congress of Parents and Teachers (NCPT) in 1924, 
symbolized the idea that parents and teachers must work together to best support children. 
However, there was never a clear agreement about whether schools and families should be equal 
partners within their relationship. More oft than not, schools retained a greater percentage of the 
power. This power imbalance was magnified by school officials’ belief that parents should be 
advocates for schools, sharing their thoughts and views, but not in a way that would ultimately 
challenged the school’s authority (Cutler, 2000). In other words, parents were a welcome voice 
by the schools if they were in support of the schools in a manner that the school agreed with. If 
they were not in agreement, then their voice and participation were not welcomed.  
Throughout this period of time, the parent and school movements were most aligned with 
the White, middle-class women leading them (Cutler, 2000). Due to White discrimination and 
Jim Crow laws legalizing segregated schooling, Black parents and educators formed the National 
Congress of Colored Parents and Teachers (NCCPT) in attempt to bring power and voice to the 
needs of Black children and families being served in public schools (Cutler, 2000). Although the 
NCPT verbally supported the NCCPT, within this support, they also held a racist, negative 
stereotype of Black parents and families (Cutler, 2000). Due to the differing culturally and 
racially lived experiences and concerns, Black and White parents were not unified in their 
attempts to effect change in education policy or practices. The NCCPT found that, despite 
attempting to bring to the forefront the issue of schools serving Black students not having 
adequate space or resources, without the support of White parents and the NCPT, their voices 
went largely unheard and/or unheeded by educators and politicians. As a result, membership in 
NCCPT was low and largely ineffective (Cutler, 2000).  
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Of critical importance, throughout this discussed period of time, White educators and 
reformers typically perceived homes that were not White and middle-class to be lacking at best 
and incapable at worst (Cutler, 2000). Instead of seeing low-income Black parents and families, 
as well as poor White immigrant parents and families, as their children’s primary and important 
first educators, they were seen as the “real problem,” at the root of children’s truancy, ill-
behavior, and/or academic struggle. Therefore, it was believed that the school needed to step-in 
to monitor, discipline, and teach these parents and families in order to have the best chance to 
“save” their children (Bell, 1980; Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1980). This stance set the stage for the 
pathologized view of low-income Black parents and families that too often continues today.v   
Although there was a power imbalance between all schools and families, this imbalance 
was more magnified and of greater detriment to low-income White immigrant and Black 
American families (Lightfoot, 1980; Neckerman, 2007). As previously stated, the dominant view 
among White educators and White, middle-class parent advocates was that low-income White-
immigrant and Black-American parents and families were the root cause of their children’s poor 
academic outcomes (Bell, 1980; Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1980). Therefore, as stated by the 
National Society for the Study of Education, “parents could not be relied on to educate 
themselves (therefore) the school was the natural setting for such training” (Cutler, 2000, p. 48). 
Although this stance was taken towards poor immigrant Whites as well as poor American 
Blacks, typically, immigrant Whites were considered in the creation and design of schools 
whereas Black students and families were not. In other words, Black families were given the 
message that the “melting pot” philosophy that was supposedly the frame for the coming 
together of society and to be initiated for children within their public schooling experience, was 
not meant to include them (Graham, 1995; Neckerman, 2007; Tyack, 1973). This discontinuity 
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between schools and low-income Black families reflected and promulgated the power and status 
differences in society, thus reinforcing and perpetuating those inequities distinct to the American 
Black community (Lightfoot, 1980).  
During the era of Jim Crow schooling, despite their lack of organized political power as 
compared to their White counterparts, many Black families were not without power and voice 
within the segregated schools serving their families. Unlike the formal relationship that was 
formed between White, middle-class families and schools, many Black parents continued to have 
a reciprocal and informal relationship with their children’s schools. Benefiting from common 
lived experiences, Black families and Black teachers shared similar values thus creating 
continuity between home and school. This resulted in Black parents feeling a level of comfort 
and belonging in their children’s schools that included an ability to truly communicate and 
collaborate with schools and teachers about their children as well as the school itself. This 
relationship took place within PTAs, the classroom, school activities, and within the 
neighborhood community outside of the school walls. As a result, Black families and their 
schools were able, together, to teach their children while simultaneously working to protect them 
from racially based prejudices and injustices within the American school system (Edwards, 
1993; Walker, 1996).  
Despite the comfort and partnership shared between Black parents and primarily Black 
teachers and principals at their local schools, the level of inequitable access to space, funding, 
and supplies continued to adversely affect Black students and families within their segregated 
schools (Woyshner, 2005). Segregated schooling, in addition to segregated housing and zoning 
practices among others, effectively labeled Black children and families as inferior, thus creating 
and maintaining a permanent Black lower class (Lawrence, 1980). Then, in 1954, the landmark 
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decision, Brown v. Board of Education was made. With the rejection of “separate but equal,” 
Brown held out the hope that a desegregated school system would give Black children access to 
an equitable education thereby affording them a heightened ability to thrive in the U.S.  
(Johnson, 1995).  
The literature discussing Black family and school collaborations following the Brown 
decision is minimal. Edwards (1993) is one of the few that directly discusses Black parents’, 
teachers’, and principals’ experiences. Based on information learned in interviews, she puts forth 
that after Brown, newly desegregated schools struggled in forming partnerships with Black 
families. Further, Black parents and families that once felt invited into schools, no longer did so, 
and Black teachers, uncomfortable in their relationships with White parents, took a hands-off 
approach to all parents thus decreasing the role of Black parents in schools.  
Although the literature specifically discussing Black families’ experiences in their 
relationships with schools post-Brown is limited, there is literature that discusses hindsight 
perspective on the Brown ruling and how it affected schooling for Black children. Primarily, this 
literature focuses on how desegregated schooling did or did not achieve the goal of a more 
equitable school system and overall quality of education for Black children and youth (Bell, 
1980). Ultimately, it is put forth that based on continued inequities in educational and life 
outcomes, inequities in school funding and resources, as well as in disparity in treatment and 
experiences in schools, the hope of Brown was not and has yet to be fulfilled (Anyon, 1997; 
Anyon, 2005; Bell, 1980; Chavkin, 1993; Delpit, 2006; Fabricant & Fine, 2013; Johnson, 1995; 
Kozol, 1991; Kozol, 2005; Smith & Chunn, 1993). Despite this, Brown was a monumental and 
marked ruling that soon ushered in the beginning of the Civil Rights Movement.  
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Families and Schools: The Civil Rights Movement 
Brown was the first major policy ruling geared towards achieving equity within the U.S. 
education system. However, despite the ruling, many schools and school districts ardently fought 
against integration for many years. Still, Brown set the stage for new educational policies and 
reforms aimed to improve education for low-income children and create greater equity within the 
education system for Black students and other students of color (Barnett, 1993). For example, in 
1964 the Civil Rights Act was passed which, in Section VII, denied federal funds to schools that 
discriminated based on race thus pushing for actualized desegregated schooling (Jones-Wilson, 
1993). Then, in 1965, as part of President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) passed. Title I of the Act focused on improving schools 
and services for educationally at-risk students in low-income communities by allocating 
increased funding to schools that met state and federal guidelines (Hedrick Smith Productions, 
2005; New York State Department of Education, 2006; Vinovskis, 2009). In addition, also in 
1965, in attempt to help poor students become more school ready, Operation Head Start, an array 
of early intervention programs geared towards better preparing students for elementary school, 
was established (New York State Department of Education, 2006; Zigler & Valentine, 1979). 
Lastly, commissioned under the Civil Rights Act, in 1966 the Equality for Education 
Opportunity report, also known as the Coleman Report, was released. The report put forth that 
there was an education achievement gap between Black students and White students and that 
segregated schooling was detrimental to the education achievement of Black students. Due to 
this, the report suggested support in the fight towards integrated schooling (Gamoran & Long, 
2006; New York State Department of Education, 2006; Ravitch, 2000).  
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Although the Coleman Report offered support for the need to racially integrate schools, it 
also put forth that academic achievement levels were related to a student’s family background 
more so than to the quality of the school they attended (Gamoran & Long, 2006; New York State 
Department of Education, 2006). This “finding” stood in concert with the controversial 
Moynihan Report, released in 1965 by the United States Department of Labor, which stated that 
due to years of racial injustice, poor, urban, Black families were dysfunctional and broken and 
thus at the heart of why they and their communities were in struggle (Office of Policy Planning 
and Research - United States Department of Labor, 1965). Together, these two reports painted 
poor, Black familial structure and functioning within a deficit frame, squarely blaming the family 
for their students’ low educational attainment and not giving any responsibility to the racist 
educational institutions they were taught in. This frame too often continues through to today, in 
policy, research, and in the public mind (Anyon, 1997; Anyon, 2005; Bell, 1980; Lightfoot, 
1978; Lipsitz, 2011; Luster & McAdoo, 1994; Miller & Garran, 2008; Stack, 1974; Williams, 
2011). 
In the years before the Coleman and Moynihan reports were released, many Black 
parents and education reformers were challenging and pushing public schools to become more 
attentive and responsive to low-income Black families’ and children’s needs. In doing so, they 
fought for a revision of how schools sought to work with all low-income parents. They argued 
that instead of focusing on parent education as a means to support struggling students, a role that 
gave parents little power, schools needed to give parents a more meaningful role in the governing 
and decision-making processes of their schools. One result of this advocacy came about in 1965 
when the federal government legitimized parent involvement by mandating parent advisory 
councils for all programs serving low-income children under Title I of ESEA (Anafar & 
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Mertens, 2008; Moles, 1993). However, many school districts resisted this policy mandate, 
preferring parents to feel comfortable giving opinions and input on programming but not to have 
any actual decision-making power (Cutler, 2000). Yet, despite this resistance, throughout the 
1960s, Black parents across the country sought to have a more direct role in and impact on the 
focus and functioning of their children’s schools (Lightfoot, 1978). 
As Black parents fought to have more control within their children’s schools, they had to 
contend with the Coleman Report, the Moynihan Report, and other social research that suggested 
that the origin of Black children’s failure in school was due to their family of origin (Bell, 1980; 
Greenbaum, 2015; Lightfoot, 1978). It was put forth that there was a dissonance between Black 
families and schools and therefore Black families had to learn to accommodate to the norms and 
culture of the school and not the other way around (Lightfoot, 1978). Of concern, as Lightfoot 
(1978) suggests, the conflicts between Black parents and schools put forth by researchers, 
whether intentionally or not, supported the status quo of dominant White culture. This stance 
resulted in schools, for the most part, not seeking a true collaborative relationship with poor, 
low-income, and working-class Black families thus creating an environment of distrust between 
the two (Cutler, 2000; Kozol, 1968).  
Seemingly in direct opposition to the idea that low-income parents and families were not 
a resource to be utilized by the school, and in direct support of the idea that schools must create a 
true collaborative relationship with parents and families, in 1968 James Comer and the Yale 
Child Study Center started a school improvement plan with the Connecticut New Haven School 
System also known as the Comer Process. It was a comprehensive school reform strategy with an 
aim towards improving educational and life outcomes for low-income urban students of color by 
mobilizing all the adult caretakers within the school and community (Comer, 1984; Hedrick 
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Smith Productions, 2005). Within the model, parents were to be put in a position of power within 
the school governance and management (Comer, 1984). By actively involving parents in the 
school in this way, studies later found that the overall culture and climate of the school was 
improved. In addition, they found that student behavior problems were reduced, student 
academic achievement motivation increased, and parent-teacher relationships improved (Comer, 
1984). Other programs and schools that sought to improve family-school collaborations found 
that their students and the overall school culture made similar gains as Comer (Lightfoot, 1978).  
Despite the findings of Comer and others, a widespread movement was not developed 
throughout the American school system to fully partner with low-income Black parents. Instead, 
the dominant stance and theory of low-income Black families being a deficit to their children’s 
upbringing and schooling prevailed (Bell, 1980; Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1978). However, 
continuing into the 1970s, many parents and education reformers persisted to challenge the 
system to be more responsive to low-income Black parents and families. For example, reformers 
in New York began criticizing the PTA system, stating that instead of creating a real space for 
parental input and dialogue with schools, it was an obstacle, giving the illusion of parental 
influence and discouraging those seeking to organize for change. In addition, it was charged that 
PTAs in the inner-city were failing in their attempt to recruit parents of color into the PTA as 
well as failed to effectively represent them against the educational system that was failing their 
children (Culter, 2000). However, despite these challenging voices, a new conservative, or neo-
liberal ideological political era was being ushered in, changing the landscape of how individuals 
and families in economic and social struggle were to be viewed and supported (Day, 2006; 
Mullaly, 2007).  
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Families and Schools: Neo-liberalism, A Nation at Risk, The Standards Movement, No 
Child Left Behind, Race to the Top, and Every Student Succeeds Act 
Although there were education reformers and parents striving for a more equitable 
education system that included parental voice and partnership throughout the 1960s and early 
1970s, an ideological shift was starting to take place within American politics. In reaction to 
national and international economic crises, conservative thought, or neo-liberal ideology, had 
emerged as the popular U.S. explanation for understanding what caused the crisis and how to 
resolve it. Within the neo-liberal ideology, persons or groups struggling to survive or thrive 
within American society were believed to be at fault for their circumstance, not societal or 
institutional “ills” such as racism or sexism (Day, 2006). Within this, there was a push for 
downsizing the role of government, the shrinking of the welfare state, and a focus on individual 
self-reliance (Abramovitz, 2004/2005; Fabricant, 2010; Mullaly, 2007). Within the politic of 
education achievement, this political ideological atmosphere created fertile ground for the 
dominant theoretical stance that low-income Black families were deficient, lacked an ability to 
appropriately raise their children, and/or lacked an ability to support their children in their 
academic pursuits and therefore were the root cause of their children’s poor academic outcomes 
(Bell, 1980; Cutler, 2000; Lightfoot, 1978). Within education policy and program design, the 
neo-liberal ideological shift was seen within the Supreme Court decision to not uphold the 
mandatory cross-district busing instituted in cities to desegregate schools (Vinovskis, 2009). It 
was also seen in parent advisory councils, once mandated for all programs serving low-income 
children under Title I of ESEA, being abolished (Moles, 1993). In addition, the idea of school 
choice came to the forefront, bringing forth a market strategy to education reform (Fabricant, 
2010; Peterson, 1995). The push for school choice, through vouchers and charter schools, aimed 
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to create competition among public schools in order to promote a community-based demand for 
better schools (Fabricant, 2010). Of import, although school choice seemingly aimed to put 
power in the hands of parents and families by allowing them to decide where their public school 
dollars went, it did not provide additional funds to support and address schools that were 
struggling in poor communities due to lack of resources, adequate space, and inexperienced 
teachers to name a few. As such, this market-based approach neglected many of the root causes 
of failing schools, and the students struggling within them, a concern that continues today 
(Fabricant & Fine, 2013; Ravitch, 2013)  
By the early 1980s, there was an increasing concern about the quality of American 
schools and the education system as a whole (Ravitch, 2000). Studies showed that War on 
Poverty programs such as Head Start were not bridging the education achievement gap as 
intended (Vinovskis, 2009). State Aptitude Test (SAT) scores were at an all time low, and 
increasing numbers of students entering college were dropping out before graduation (Ravitch, 
2000). Due to growing public concern, in 1981, the Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell, created 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education. The commission was directed to look at 
the quality and state of the U.S. education system and submit a report of their findings within 
eighteen months. The landmark report, A Nation at Risk, stated that the quality of the American 
education system was stymied in mediocrity, adversely affecting the academic and skill 
development of too many students, ultimately putting the entire country at risk (Ravitch, 1995; 
Ravitch, 2000; The National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; Vinovskis; 2009). It 
called for education reform that focused on more rigorous curriculum content, more rigorous 
standards and expectations, more time for focused core-subject learning, increased teacher 
quality, improved school leadership, and a commitment to resources – financial and otherwise 
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(Ravitch, 2000; The National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; U.S. Department 
of Education, 2008; Vinovskis, 2009). Significantly, the role of parents or family-school 
partnership was missing as a concern or as an avenue for education reform and improvement.  
As the U.S. entered the 1990s, the focus on education reform continued at a national 
level. Leaping off of outcomes from a 1989 education summit, President Bush, during his 1990 
State of the Union address, outlined six national education goals to be reached by the year 2000 
(Ravitch, 2000). He put forth that all children will begin their schooling ready to learn, that high 
school graduation rates will increase to at least 90%, students at specific grade levels will 
demonstrate competency in core subject areas, U.S. students will lead the world in math and 
science achievement, all adults will be literate, and all schools will be conducive to learning 
including but not limited to being drug and violence free (Ravitch, 2000; Vinovskis, 2009). The 
reactions to President Bush’s stated goals were mixed. Many voiced approval of the goals while 
others criticized that it did not articulate how the goals would be achieved or how schools 
lacking in resources would be supported. Further, a discussion of parents and their role within 
education reform was poignantly missing again (Vinovskis, 2009). 
Bill Clinton, then governor of Arkansas, was a leader in drafting the national goals at the 
’89 summit (Ravitch, 2000). After Clinton became President in 1992, he continued to champion 
the developed goals, signing the Goals 2000 Educate America Act in 1994 (Anafara & Mertens, 
2008; Ravitch, 1995; Vinovskis, 2009). Finally, within this Act, the importance of parent 
involvement with and in schools was articulated. With the endorsement of the American 
Association of School Administrators, the Council of Great City Schools, and the PTA (Turner, 
1993 as cited in Vinovskis, 2009), it was put forth that by 2000, all schools and families will 
form partnerships to increase parental involvement in schools thereby better promoting the 
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academic, social, and emotional growth of all students (Anafara & Mertens, 2008; U.S. 
Congress, 1993; Vinovskis, 2009). In addition to Goals, President Clinton reauthorized ESEA in 
1994 as the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA). With IASA and Goals 2000, Clinton 
strove to institute an overall standards-based reform strategy for the American public school 
system. However, despite this goal, not only did numerous states and local districts fail to 
institute standards and assessments in a timely manner, they were not penalized for such 
(Vinovskis, 2009).  
When newly elected President Bush took office in January of 2001, many states had not 
followed through with key reforms that had been called for under President Clinton’s Goals 2000 
(Vivovskis, 2009). Still, the leading education reform idea continued to be standards-based 
accountability combined with school choice (Fabricant, 2010; Ravitch, 2010; Vivovskis, 2009). 
In 2002, President Bush enacted new rigorous laws seeking to hold states and districts 
accountable for standards-based education reform under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 
(Ravitch, 2010; Vivovskis, 2009). In a seeming attempt to mandate meaningful family-school 
partnership, within NCLB, schools receiving Title I monies were required to have a written 
parent involvement policy that included but was not limited to family-school communication and 
parent participation in decision-making processes and/or advisory committees as appropriate 
(Anafar & Mertens, 2008). However, despite this mandate, using standardized test scores as the 
primary measure of a school’s quality, NCLB put the accountability for student success squarely 
on the shoulders of teachers and schools (Ravitch, 2010). In addition, NCLB encouraged the 
growth of the charter school movement by recommending that low-performing public schools be 
turned into charter schools despite any evidence that charters would be more successful than 
traditional public schools (Ravitch, 2013). Of great concern, this siphoned critical monies from 
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already cash-strapped public schools in poor communities, to, oft time, charter schools heavily 
funded by the private sector (Fabricant & Fine, 2013; Ravitch, 2013). Further, despite NCLB’s 
call for schools to work with parents on behalf of students, schools continued to struggle in 
creating meaningful family-school partnerships (Anafara & Mertens, 2008; Christenson, 2003). 
In addition, in spite of the rigorous standards and accountability put into place with NCLB, the 
American school system as well as student educational outcomes, particularly for low-income 
Black students, did not dramatically improve (Fabricant & Fine, 2013; Ravitch, 2010; Ravitch, 
2013).  
Of note, during this time, and in reaction to upset over NCLB, community organizing as a 
strategy for change began in earnest in poor communities to address a range of issues and 
concerns within public education (Fabricant, 2000). At its best, in effective grassroots 
community organizing, stakeholders and others in power align and work with poor parents, 
guiding and training parents based on parental input, to advocate for desired changes within the 
schools and within the community itself (Fabricant, 2000; Fabricant, 2011; Mediratta, Shah, and 
McAlister, 2009; Zachary, 1988). The hope is that in acting together, as opposed to as 
individuals, parents and community members will have greater power and therefore greater 
possibility to effect change (Fabricant, 2011; Mediratta, Shah, and McAlister, 2009; Zachary, 
1988). Although there were grassroots organizing campaigns that had elements of success 
(Fabricant, 2000; Zachary, 1988), for the most part, parent-led campaigns did not bring forth 
sustained changes and in fact often deepened the confrontational relationship between parents 
and the school system (Fabricant, 2000). In addition, although some grassroots organizing 
campaigns successfully changed targeted conditions, they did not have as much success in 
improving overall student school performance outcomes (Fabricant, 2000). Still, grassroots 
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community organizing, although taking place outside of the school walls, is a noteworthy 
strategy that was and continues to be utilized to give parents voice and power within family-
school relations in order to effect positive academic, social, and community change (Fabricant, 
2000; Fabricant, 2011; Mediratta, Shah, and McAlister, 2009; Zachary, 1998). In addition, 
grassroots community organizing also promotes the key prong of parental voice within broader 
education reform efforts (Fabricant, 2011; Zachary, 1998).  
In 2009, in an attempt to renew and invigorate a commitment to education reform and 
accountability, President Obama put forth Race to the Top, a voluntary, grant-based competition 
for states that successfully promote innovation and reform as shown by evidenced-based 
outcomes (White House Office of Press Secretary, 2009). Of note, to be eligible, within their 
self-chosen innovations, states had to agree to adopt newly developed yet untested Common 
Core State Standards and related standardized tests (Ravitch, 2013). Although Race to the Top 
was supposed to cure what many saw as being the ills of NCLB, there were, in fact, limited 
differences between the two initiatives. Race to the Top continued the reform agenda of the 
standards movement through testing, accountability, and choice (Ravitch, 2013). School choice 
and charter schools continued to be thought of as an important education reform strategy and it 
was put forth that low-performing schools should close and/or fire staff, even all staff, in an 
attempt to rebuild the struggling school from scratch (Ravitch, 2013). Further, and perhaps most 
significantly, Race to the Top was, to many, more punitive than NCLB in that teachers were to 
be evaluated by students’ standardized tests scores, putting an even greater emphasis on testing 
than the already test-heavy focused NCLB (Ravitch, 2013).  
The promotion of charter schools and testing as best practice strategies for improving the 
U.S. education system and for addressing the achievement gap championed by NCLB and then 
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through Race to the Top are rife with controversy, not the least being the concept of “creaming” 
the best students into charters, contributing to an ever increasing racially segregated public 
school system, significant funding losses for traditional public schools, a move towards the 
privatization of public schools, and an academic curriculum that teaches towards state 
standardized states in lieu of a balanced focus across subjects that includes the arts and one that 
promotes critical thinking (Delpit, 2006; Fabricant, 2010; Fabricant & Fine, 2013; Ravitch, 2013; 
Ravitch & Vivovskis, 1995).vi Of further concern, within Race to the Top, the import of family-
school partnership was glaringly missing within articulated best practices strategies for education 
reform.  
Despite this omission, parent involvement in schools in many education circles is still 
seen as an important avenue to pursue to improve academic outcomes for all students (Bryan, 
2008; Comer, 1984; Epstein, 1995; Fabricant, 2010; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 
2007; Lightfoot, 1980; Lightfoot, 2003; Ravitch, 2013; Swap, 1993; Zachary, 1988). This fact, in 
addition to the consistent outcry from educators and parents regarding the overuse of 
standardized tests as an accountability measure for both teachers and schools under NCLB and 
Race to the Top, seemingly was heard at the national level as evidenced by President Obama, in 
2015, signing into law the Every Student Succeeds Act (Editorial Projects in Educational 
Research Center, 2016; National Education Association, ND). This act, in pursuit of an equitable 
education for all students, seeks to transition accountability standards from the national level to 
the state level while still providing accountability reports to the U.S. Education Department. 
Further, the importance of parent and family engagement is articulated (Editorial Projects in 
Educational Research Center, 2016).  
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However, with the election of President Trump and his appointment of Betsy DeVos as 
Education Secretary, the mandates regarding equitable education for all students and strategies to 
bring this to fruition are dramatically shifted (Wall, 2017). President Trump has proposed drastic 
cuts in federal spending on education (Wall, 2017) and Betsy DeVos is a staunch advocate for 
charter schools and school choice with a questionable history on her views regarding the 
responsibility of schools to ensure the fair and equitable education and treatment of our most 
vulnerable and marginalized youth (Education Opportunity Network, 2017; Johnson & Whitaker, 
2017). It remains to be seen what their views are on family-school partnership and how this 
impacts and unfolds within mandates and/or practices at national, state, and local levels. 
However, in the hope and pursuit of more rigorous and effective family-school partnership 
policies and practices being instituted, the following literature review seeks to investigate and 
better understand family-school partnership strategies, models and programs, and their strengths 
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CHAPTER 4: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Partnership or Involvement 
Family-school partnership and/or parent involvement in schools manifests and looks 
different in the varied communities, schools, and families throughout the U.S. public school 
system (Chavkin, 1993; Ferlazzo, 2009). In addition, in each of the manifestations, within the 
lens of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation, some schools and/or education 
policies are striving for “citizen participation” and others are actually striving for “non-
participation” or “tokenism” within the parental involvement or partnership they seek. In other 
words, some schools and school programs are looking for a relationship steeped in power-
sharing partnership, the highest level of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder, while others are in the middle, 
seeking parental opinion and giving an opportunity for parental voice and input, but not giving or 
allowing for parental ideas to be implemented. In addition, still others are on the lowest rung of 
the ladder, seeking to teach or fix parents that they deem as faulty or less than.  
Because partnership and involvement can differ so greatly, it is important to outline, 
examine, and discuss the various forms they take (Somers, Owens, & Piliawsky, 2007) as well as 
where they fall on Arstein’s (1969) Ladder. First however, one must tease out what is meant by 
“involvement” and what is meant by “partnership” (Carlson & Christenson, 2005; Christenson, 
1995; Epstein & Jansorn, 2004; Epstein, 2009; Ferlazzo, 2009; McKenna & Millen, 2013; 
Moles, 1980). Epstein (1995), based on the findings of many educators in their work with 
families in the elementary through high-school years, developed a widely used typology of six 
types of familial involvement in and with schools. The six types - parenting, communicating, 
volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and collaborating with the community – 
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include various types of practices, each of which manifests differently depending upon the 
school environment in which they occur. As outlined by Epstein (2009), they are as follows: 
• Parenting: Help all families establish home environments to support children as 
students. 
• Communicating: Design effective forms of school-to-home and home-to-school 
communications about school programs and their children’s progress.  
• Volunteering: Recruit and organize parent help and support.  
• Learning at home: Provide information and ideas to families about how to help 
students at home with homework and other curriculum-related activities, decisions, 
and planning.  
• Decision-making: Include parents in school decisions, developing parent leaders and 
representatives. 
• Collaborating with the Community: Identify and integrate resources and services 
from the community to strengthen school programs, family practices, and student 
learning and development (p. 16).   
Although Epstein (1995, 2009) discusses the concept of parent involvement in the frame of 
developing effective family-school partnerships, Christenson (1995) sees involvement and 
partnership as distinct and different. As per Christenson (1995), involvement is typically a one-
way interchange with the school initiating and directing the mode and scope of the interaction 
whereas partnership is seen as being a more give-and-take relationship with shared and agreed-
upon goals and responsibilities. Ferlazzo (2009) agrees, putting forth that involvement is one 
where schools and educators “lead with their mouths” in pursuit of institutional self-interest 
whereas in engagement schools and educators “lead with their ears” in pursuit of parent’s self-
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interest in order to develop an authentic and robust family-school partnership. This is an 
important distinction that is often not made within the literature. As such, I will attempt to 
distinguish between the two within the literature when possible. Further, since partnership, as 
Christenson (1995) and Ferlazazzo (2009) describe, falls more securely in the citizen power rung 
of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder as opposed to involvement which falls more securely in the 
tokenism rung, within the presented research study, I will seek to delineate between involvement 
and partnership within the family-school relationship described by the parents interviewed. 
In addition to the above, there is another critique of Epstein’s (1995, 2009) model that is 
important to hold when looking at family-school partnerships. As noted by Auerbach (2001, 
2009), although Epstein’s (1995, 2009) typology is widely used, the model gives undue emphasis 
to the priorities and frame for involvement from the lens of schools and educators. In doing so, it 
assumes families and schools have shared goals and are working together in a relationship 
framed in equal power. However, this and other models of partnership “fail to acknowledge the 
ways in which parent roles in education, and the home-school relations in which they are 
embedded, are a reflection of broader social inequities that affect students” (Auerbach, 2007, p. 
251). Further, it does not recognize the multitude of ways that parents and families may be 
supporting their children’s education at home that the school may or may not aware of (Minke, et 
al., 2014). As such, holding a contextual frame (McKenna & Millen (2013), I will seek to 
investigate and unpack the family-school relationships discussed in the literature and in this 
study, and how they perhaps speak to and/or mirror larger social and political inequities as well 
as how they challenge them. In addition, I will also seek to understand parent and family 
partnership activities taking place both at school and at home that schools and teachers may or 
may not be aware of.  
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Family-School Partnership Frameworks and Models 
In addition to distinguishing the types of parent involvement that take place in schools, 
noted researchers in the field of family, school, and community partnership have developed 
frameworks and models for looking at family-school partnership programs in schools (Davies, 
1987; Epstein, 1995; Epstein, 2009; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Liontos, 1992; 
McKenna & Millen, 2012; Swap, 1990; Swap, 1993). With themes and commonalities among all 
of them, there is not one “true” model. In fact, the researchers have often developed their 
frameworks based on the work of their colleagues (Liontos, 1992). Still, despite their 
commonalities, I finds that Swap’s (1993) framework, broken down into four models – (a) The 
Protective Model, (b) The School to Home Transmission Model, (c) The Curriculum Enrichment 
Model, and (d) The Partnership Model – is the most useful for the purposes of this study. As 
such, in the following, I will outline each of the four models in Swap’s (1993) framework, 
including their goals, assumptions, strengths, and obstacles, weaving into the discussion how the 
models relate to both Epstein’s (1995, 2009) six types of parental involvement and Arnstein’s 
(1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation. In addition, I will outline and discuss initiatives and 
programs that attempt to foster family-school partnership, framing them within Swap’s (1993) 
presented framework, Epstein’s (1995, 2009) six types of parental involvement (holding noted 
critiques above), and Arstein’s (1969) Ladder. Finally, I will then examine and discuss what is 
missing from the current research literature on family-school partnerships, and then present this 
study, which aims to bring the missing voice of parents to the discussion.  
The Protective Model 
 As per Swap (1993), the dominant model used within schools in their relationship with 
families is the Protective Model. Swap (1993) calls it the Protective Model because, as she states, 
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the primary aim is to protect schools from parent intrusion thereby avoiding conflict between the 
family and the school. Important to note, it is not protecting schools from just any parent, but 
parents that the school deems to be less competent (Power, 1985). By separating the functions 
and roles of the school and the family, the model assumes that parents will delegate the primary 
responsibility of educating students to the schools. In doing so, parents will hold schools 
primarily responsible for the positive or negative outcomes of students, and schools will accept 
this responsibility (Irvine, 1992; Swap, 1993). The Protective Model is held within the traditional 
bureaucratic and hierarchal administrative school model where individual self-sufficiency is 
paramount, with the administration taking the lead role in decision-making and delegation of 
duties. As such, within the Protective Model, parent involvement in decision-making and/or 
collaborative problem solving at the student through to administrative level is deemed 
inappropriate. Therefore, a working family-school partnership is neither desired nor cultivated 
(Swap, 1993).  
Due to the above stance, although the roles of the school and the home are clearly 
distinct, if there is conflict between the two, this conflict only deepens since there is no formal 
structure in place for problem solving. For example, although the school holds primary 
responsibility for a student’s education, it is assumed that parents will be actively involved with 
their education at home and will participate in conventional school events such as school open 
houses. If parents do not participate as expected, it is deemed as evidence that the family does 
not care. However, more likely, the family does care but there are obstacles in place such as 
work hours that conflict with school events that prevent a family from fully participating 
(Barton, et al., 2004; Comer, 2005; Doucet, 2008; Eccles & Harold, 1993; Karther & Lowden; 
1997; Liontis, 1992; Swap, 1993) or the family holds a differing view than the school as to how 
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the family should support their student (Doucet, 2008; Fine, 1990; Liontis, 1992; Patterson, Hale, 
& Stessman, 2008). If this is indeed the case, a family could grow to be angry and frustrated that 
their schedule and/or views are not taken into consideration when scheduling events or in the 
assumption of roles. In turn, this may cultivate negative feelings about the school and, 
particularly for many low-income Black families, confirm a perspective that schools are 
disrespectful and unwelcoming. These unspoken and unresolved feelings can potentially impact 
interactions with school personnel. If the school already has negative feelings about the family 
because they are not participating as expected, strained communications, if they do occur, could 
further the school’s viewpoint that the family does not care (Eccles & Harold, 1993; Doucet, 
2008; Liontis, 1992; Trotman, 2001). Further, because the Protective Model views the family 
system as outside the purview of the school, the school does not believe it is their responsibility 
to reach out to find out why a family is not participating, to problem solve, or to offer support. 
Thereby, an unconstructive cycle of experience is borne (Comer & Hanes, 1991; Patterson, Hale, 
& Stessman, 2008; Swap, 1993).  
An exhaustive search seeking empirical studies done on the Protective Model approach to 
family-school partnership, or its efficacy with low-income Black students and families, yielded 
no results. However, some qualitative studies, although not directly seeking to understand the 
Protective Model approach, indicate a negative and unsupportive cycle of interaction. For 
example, Bensman (1999), in seeking to learn about the complexity of family-school 
partnerships interviewed a low-income, Latino family with a student attending an elementary 
school in the Bronx, NY. The teacher in whose classroom he studied took a Protective Model 
stance to her teaching, stating, “Leave the teaching to me; I’m the one trained and paid to do it” 
(Bensman, 1999, p. 3). However, when the student in the study is struggling in reading neither 
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she nor her parents inform the teacher of her difficulties. As a result, her reading issues go 
unaddressed (Bensman, 1999). This is of note because, the teacher, within the Protective Model 
stance, has stated that the parents should entrust her with teaching and stay out of the process. 
But how can the family entrust the teacher when their daughter is struggling and no remediation 
is being offered? There is no recourse or system set up for the family to navigate to partner with 
the school for the betterment of their student. For the family in Bensman’s (1999) study, the 
student’s mother was aware of her daughter’s struggles but was not assertive in seeking support 
stemming from her own negative experiences when she attended school. When, with the help of 
the researcher, she did begin advocating for her daughter, she experienced the school as 
unsupportive and judgmental, not respecting her or welcoming her participation in the education 
process. In the end, although the student eventually was evaluated and deemed eligible for 
services, it was 5 months later (Bensman, 1999). Five months is half of the school year - far too 
long of a process when a student is seriously struggling. As discussed in previous chapters, this 
family’s experience speaks to how power differentials between families and schools, and a 
history of negative experience therein, compromise the building and fostering of effective 
family-school partnership, particularly for economically and racially marginalized students and 
families. As a result, the student suffers because she is not given the support and guidance she 
clearly needs. One has to wonder had there been structures in place for the school and family to 
effectively communicate and collaborate more readily, if the identification of the reading 
struggles and ensuing interventions would have been a timelier and ultimately more supportive 
process. One ventures that there is a good possibility that it would have since studies indicate 
that when parents and teachers work together, it brings forth positive outcomes for struggling 
students (Bensman, 1999; Comer, 1984; Fine, 1990; Jeynes, 2010; Jeynes, 2012; Mapp, 2003; 
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Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Tran, 2014). Although individuals and families from racially 
marginalized communities can and do have differing histories and experiences within that 
marginalization, there are often threads of commonality including but not limited to within the 
U.S. education system (Zinn, 2005). Therefore, although the family in Bensman’s (1999) study 
self-identified as Latino and not Black, the community of focus for this study, Bensman’s (1999) 
study family experience is important to note. 
Since the Protective Model does not value or seek partnership, it lies at the bottom rung 
of Arnstein’s (1969), Ladder, viewing parents and families in struggle as faulty and needing to 
change. Significantly, any struggle that is experienced is viewed as solely the parent’s fault, and 
the parent’s responsibility to fix (Bensman, 1999; Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008) with little 
to no acknowledgement or awareness of the racialized institutional structures that upholds the 
status quo of the White power elite (Auerbach, 2007; Zinn, 2005). For example, as stated by the 
school in Bensman’s (1999) study, the parents were responsible for their daughter not being 
“seen” because they did not come forward in a timely manner to talk to her teacher about their 
observations and concerns. In other studies, similar deficit views or blaming of parents from 
racially marginalized groups were found as well (Abdul-Adil & Farmer, 2006; Davies, 1988; 
Field-Smith, 2005; Noguera, 2004; Patterson, Hale, & Stessman, 2008). This stance is 
counterintuitive to the basis of the Protective Model. Specifically, although the school holds 
primary responsibility for students’ education, if the student is struggling and the family is not 
doing what the school deems they should, the family is considered at fault for a student’s failure, 
not the school. Further, societal structures steeped in oppressive practices that confront, 
challenge, and/or seek to inhibit racially marginalized families from effectively partnering with 
schools in support of their children’s education are also not considered.  
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Studies indicate that many Black parents, as well as White parents, do not endorse a 
Protective Model of family-school relations. Rather, they voice a preference for an approach that, 
at varying degrees, includes them in the education process and brings families and schools into 
partnership (Abdul-Adil & Farmer, 2006; Comer, 1984; Doucet, 2008; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; 
Levine-Rasky, 2009; Mapp, 2003; Morris, 1999; Trotman, 2001).  The Protective Model does 
not allow this. Rather, it takes families out of the education spectrum, ignoring any potential that 
collaborating with them can bring for improving student achievement or for becoming a possible 
enrichment resource for students or for the school community as a whole (Cooper & Crosnoe, 
2007; Swap, 1993). This is significant given that throughout the literature on parent involvement 
and engagement in schools, including the perspective of teachers, there is a pervasive negative 
theme about low-income Black students and families suggesting that parents are rarely present at 
their children’s schools, rarely involved with their schooling at home, and are not invested in 
their children’s positive education attainment (Davies, 1988; Doucet 2008; Hicks, 2014; Liontos, 
1992; Vicker, 1994). If this perspective is held within a Protective Model school, the educators 
will both not deem it their responsibility to reach out to support and work with low-income Black 
families, including but not limited to those of struggling students, and will blame those families 
of struggling students for the struggle in the first place. Of note however, despite the existing 
negative stereotypes of low-income Black families, conflicting research indicate that all parents, 
irrespective of ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or education attainment want to work with 
schools to help their children achieve academic success and are supporting their children in their 
academic development as best they can (Billingsley, 1992; Epstein, 1990; Hudley & Barnes, 
1993; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996).  
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Middle-class White parents, stemming from racial and economic social and cultural 
capital, are able to have more agency within their relationships with schools than low-income 
Black parents, thus better enabling them to “work the system” if you will (Levine-Rasky, 2009; 
Miller, Hilendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014). Pointedly, Levine-Rasky (2009) (citing Lareau, 1989) 
posits that, “their interests, competence, and confidence are ‘aligned’ with school and educator 
reward their deference, trust, and cooperation” (p. 333). Thus, I offer that the Protective Model’s 
intent is perhaps not designed to protect itself from middle-class White parents, but economically 
and racially marginalized parents deemed as “other” in dominant White society. Therefore, the 
Protective Model approach, in seeking to protect itself from these parents, loses them as a 
resource to best support their children. In addition, whether or not in purposeful design or 
intention, it replicates and reflects larger societal inequities affecting economically and racially 
marginalized individuals, families, and communities (Auerbach, 2007).  
School to Home Transmission Model 
 The School to Home Transmission Model, dominant in research and practice, seeks to 
garner parent support for the overall objectives of teachers and schools (Brown & Beckett, 2007; 
Swap, 1993). It is crafted under the assumption that children are best able to achieve academic 
excellence when there is a continuity of values and expectations between the home and the 
school. As such, schools wish for parents to reinforce school expectations with their children, 
support and endorse the importance of schooling, and create home environments that are 
supportive and nurturing of the learning process. In order to achieve this, there is an 
understanding that there needs to be an active interchange between the home and the school 
(Swap, 1993). However, within this exchange, particularly with Black families with students that 
are deemed ‘at-risk’, the goal of this exchange is to provide remediation for a home environment 
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that is perceived as deficient (Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005; Ogbu, 1990) pointing to an 
emphasis on “learning at home” and “parenting” as per Epstein’s (2009) model of parent 
involvement in schools.  
There are two avenues that schools pursue in providing Transmission Model programs or 
interventions – via school-based programs and services provided by school-based personnel or 
via school- or home-based programs and services provided by outside resources (Bailey & 
Bradbury-Bailey, 2010; Bensman, 1999; Evans, Engler, & Okifuju, 1991). Within the programs, 
for the most part, parents’ role is considered to be small, supportive, and subordinate with school 
personnel defining and designing both the program goals and programs itself (Christenson, 2003; 
Dunst, 2002; Swap, 1993) making the programs more of one that seeks parent involvement as 
opposed to parent partnership (Christenson, 1995). Within Arstein’s (1969) Ladder, the School 
to Home Transmission Model is at it’s best is at the second degree of participation, tokenism, 
seeking to inform, consult, and placate, and at it’s worst is at the first degree of participation, 
nonparticipation, where the school is seeking to educate/cure the parent. For example, when 
educators brainstorm on how to effectively engage “disengaged” parents, they suggest that 
school leaders can explain to and/or teach parents how and when to do supplemental reading 
and/or math with students at home as well as how parents can use routine, responsibility, and 
discipline strategies to promote positive emotional, behavioral, and academic development 
(Trotman, 2001; Wherry, 2010). Some of the presented ideas may in fact be useful strategies for 
promoting parent involvement, as well as furthering student achievement, but the suggestions 
also appear to continue to foster the stance of the school and school leaders as expert and the 
parents as, at best, consumers, and at worst, deficit-based clients that need to be taught how to 
best parent and support their children. Despite this, it is important to note, that with the School to 
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Home Transmission Model approach, educators are, often with good intentions and results, 
seeking to support students and families so that students can achieve optimal success (Blechman, 
Taylor, & Schrade, 1981; Carlson & Christenson, 2005; Jeynes, 2007; Valdez, Carlson, & 
Zanger, 2005). However, most of the studies that show that there are positive outcomes 
associated with School to Home Transmission-type parent involvement programs are descriptive 
in nature, suggesting that more empirical and evidenced-based research needs to be conducted 
(Fishel & Ramirez, 2005).  
A large body of the programs and research being conducted that fall within the School to 
Home Transmission model are done within early intervention or preschool-age programs. 
Typically, the programs’ aim is to provide children from impoverished neighborhoods with 
academic and social enrichment as well as impart knowledge to parents about how to help their 
children to be school ready (Barnett, 1995; Bates, 2005; Chao, et al., 2006; Sietz, 1990; Tough, 
2009). Although many programs prove successful within early developmental stages, there is 
concern that the gains made by children and families do not hold throughout the elementary, 
middle school, and high school years (Barnett, 1995; Currie & Thomas, 1995). As such, 
educators instituted programs within the elementary, middle, and high schools to either maintain 
or increase gains made in early- and pre-school intervention programs or to provide singular 
intervention or support at a specified period in time (Blechman, Taylor, & Schrade, 1981; Dunst, 
2002; Tough, 2009; Valdez, 2005). Although many of the programs have proven beneficial for 
students and families, there are concerns about the time commitment that needs to be invested by 
already time-strapped families (Chao, et al., 2006; Valdez, Carlson, & Zanger, 2005). Further, 
there is concern that the programs and program goals are school and teacher driven, not seeking 
parent voice or input into what families themselves would find beneficial (Auerbach, 2002; 
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Bailey & Bradbury-Bailey, 2010; Christenson, 2003; Dunst, 2002; Fitzgeral, Rodriguez-Brown, 
& Bensman, 1994; Swap, 1993; Trotman, 2001). Again, this paints the school as being the 
knowledge barer and low-income Black families as the deficient “other,” thus diminishing low-
come Black families’ subjectness and putting them in the role of target instead of agent in their 
own life (Grosfoguel, Oso, & Christou, 2014). Finally, although many School to Home 
Transmission Model programs may have a positive impact, there is a concern that for some low-
income families that are also marginalized in society due to their race and/or ethnicity, because 
the culture of the school typically mirrors and supports the values and assumptions of the larger 
dominant White, middle-class society, there is a danger of demeaning and negating their familial 
culture in an effort to teach the family to transmit the culture of the school (Swap, 1993). This 
concern may or may not be accurate, but speaks to Auerbach’s (2007) point that school’s too 
often reflect and replicate inequities in larger society and therefore is an important critique of the 
model to note.  
Curriculum Enrichment Model 
 The Curriculum Enrichment Model, like the School to Home Transmission Model, 
purports that it is critical to have a continuity of learning between the home and the school. 
However, the method to achieve that continuity is quite different. The Curriculum Enrichment 
Model holds that the values and history of many families, particularly immigrant and racially 
marginalized families, are not reflected in standard curriculum thereby making the standard 
curriculum not only distorted and incomprehensive, but also damaging to those whom it does not 
represent. As such, the goal of the model is to create a more developed and rich curriculum by 
involving and incorporating families into its design and implementation (Ogbu, 1990; Swap, 
1993). In doing so, it assumes that families have an area of expertise, which if offered, will 
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enrich the culture of the school and enhance the overall education objectives. In order to 
accomplish this, parents, children, and school personnel are expected to work together within a 
relationship that is built on trust and mutual respect (Swap, 1993). This type of involvement is 
categorized and supported within Epstein’s (1995, 2009) typologies of parent involvement that 
support and promote partnership in that families are assisting schools in understanding familial 
background and culture. In addition, it addresses Auerbach’s (2007) critique of Arnstein’s (1995) 
model in that it aims to be both culturally sensitive and culturally inclusive. Still, although 
families have a much larger role and voice in the Curriculum Enrichment Model compared to the 
Protective and School to Home Transmission Models, the schools, while informing and 
consulting with families, do not give families any real power as the school are the ultimate 
decision makers of what is and is not incorporated (Swap, 1993). As such, within Arnstein’s 
(1969) Ladder, the model risks falling within the second degree of participation, tokenism, or 
token involvement, where the family consultation is for the benefit of the school, not the family, 
and where the familial voice within this consultation holds no real power. However, when 
schools do successfully incorporate family perspective, experience, and voice in the curriculum, 
this falls in the highest degree of participation – citizen power. Therefore, the Curriculum 
Enrichment Model has the possibility of promoting citizen power with a risk of promoting 
tokenism or token involvement.  
 When successfully implemented, the Curriculum Enrichment Model empowers educators 
and families to work together to create a school environment that supports and includes all 
members of the school community. However, due to its multicultural focus, it demands a very 
significant amount of time and energy on the part of both teachers and families. This time 
commitment can prove to be too taxing to fully implement the model. In addition, since any one 
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school may have any number of families coming with different cultures and backgrounds, it can 
make incorporating their perspectives into the curriculum very complex and unwieldy. Further, 
because of a debate as to whether all cultures should be reflected in curriculum versus a 
“majority culture,” support for the Curriculum Enrichment Model often proves difficult to 
achieve (Swap, 1993). Perhaps owing to this difficulty, a search for studies based on the 
Curriculum Enrichment Model revealed nothing. Still, I included the model in the review as it is 
posited as a philosophical approach that could prove beneficial for children and families from 
racially and ethnically marginalized communities (Liontis, 1992; Swap, 1990) suggesting that 
future studies should be conducted to test its efficacy. 
The Partnership Model 
 As the name suggests, the Partnership Model is at the third and highest degree of 
participation on Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder. Utilizing all six types of parental involvement in 
Epstein’s (1995, 2009) framework, parent involvement is not seen as dispensable; rather, it is 
seen as an integral (Brown & Beckett, 2007; Comer, 1984; Swap, 1993). The goal of the model, 
at varying degrees, is for schools to work alongside parents to accomplish common education, 
student, and school community goals. Within this process, parents’ views are heard and they are 
given shared decision-making power. There is an emphasis on two-way communication with 
families, active problem-solving with parents, and an overall relationship and interaction that 
seeks out and holds parental strengths. At the heart of this model is the assumption that in order 
for schools and students to function at their highest level, educators, families, and the community 
must work in collaboration.  
In order for this to occur, it is assumed and understood that the traditional school 
environment, practices, and policies must be re-envisioned. Within this re-envisioning, the 
 
   
53 
collaboration will hold a joint mission in curriculum development as well as in overall school 
improvement decisions, school events, and the future vision of the school. In addition, it is 
understood that parents will meet their basic obligation of ensuring the health, safety, and 
positive home environment for their children, will promote learning at home, and will be 
involved with and at school as they are able. It is also understood that schools will inform parents 
about their children’s development, include them in conferences about their children, and advise 
them about school programs and functions (Brown & Beckett, 2007; Comer; 1984; Comer, 1986; 
Comer & Haynes, 1991; Comer, 2005; Cox, 2005; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; 
Sar & Wulff, 2003; Swap, 1990; Swap, 1993).  
As will be discussed, schools adhering to the Partnership Model have proven to be 
successful, particularly in raising the achievement level of students from economically and 
racially marginalized communities (Brown & Beckett, 2007; Comer, 1984; Swap, 1993). 
However, a major obstacle is how hard it is to implement. It takes a tremendous amount of time, 
commitment, and resources as well as the buy-in and support at multiple levels to a restructuring 
of how a school functions and operates (Auerbach, 2009; Haines, et al., 2015; Henderson, Mapp, 
Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Sar & Wulff, 2003; Swap, 1993).  
There are a few well-respected programs that fall under the Parent Partnership umbrella 
that are highlighted in family-school partnership literature (Comer, 1984; Cox, 2005; Frances, et 
al. 2016; Giles, 1998; Haines, et al., 2015; Sar & Wulff, 2003). Perhaps most widely known is 
Comer’s Yale Child Study Center School Development Program (SDP) (Comer; 1984; Comer, 
2005; Comer & Hanes, 1991; Cox, 2005; Drake, 1995; Giles, 1998; Liontis, 2002). Initiated in 
1968, SDP sought to design a school model in a high-poverty area that used family-school 
collaborations to promote a more positive teaching and learning environment (Comer, 1984). In 
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the start of their work, SDP found that they could not force or enforce parent involvement nor 
was it effective to advise parents of the benefits of their involvement as a means to garnering that 
involvement. Rather, they found that they needed to build mutual trust and respect first (Comer, 
2005). In the King Elementary School in New Haven, CT they accomplished this by first 
providing social and mental health services in the school itself. This provided a platform for 
parents, students, and the school to build on small successes together that fostered a more 
communicative and partnered relationship. Through this experience, parents felt welcome and 
thus became more involved in the school as a whole (Comer, 2005).  
It was through these first experiences that SDP developed their framework for developing 
partnership.  
The framework is based on the theory that student academic performance, 
behavior, and preparation for school and life can be greatly improved when adult 
stakeholders work together in a respectful, collaborative way to create a school 
climate or culture that supports development, good instruction and academic 
learning (Comer, 2005, p. 39).  
Akin to Arnstein (1969) and Epstein (2009), they developed a frame for looking at levels of 
parent participation (Comer, 2005; Comer & Hanes, 1991). Level 1 is characterized as “general 
support” such as parent participation in conferences, monitoring of their children’s homework, 
support of fundraising, and participation in school calendar events. Level 2 is a more robust 
participation as evidenced by parents volunteering in daily school affairs, and Level 3 is the most 
collaborative in that parents participate in school decision-making processes through committees 
and teams (Comer, 2005; Comer & Hanes, 1991). As suggested by Comer (2005) and others 
(Curry & Holter, 2015; Mapp, 2003; Minke, et al., 2014; Poset-Maddox & Halley-Lock, 2016; 
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Wherry, 2010), the evaluation of parent participation includes both in-school and out-school 
activities thus allowing for a broader definition of what parent participation and partnership look 
like. SDP has found an element of success, cited as an exemplar program of its kind (Giles, 
1998) with recorded improvements in parent and teacher relationships as well as in student math 
and reading scores, attendance rates, and behavior (Comer, 1984; Cook, Hunt, & Murphy, 2000). 
In addition, it has been noted that with reduced time needed to address student behavior issues, 
teachers and staff had more time to devote to lesson plans and program development and 
implementation (Comer, 1984). However, it has also been noted that SDP schools tend to have a 
greater impact on effecting school climate than on effecting student achievement (Slavin & 
Fashola, 1988)  
Another program effecting school-wide structural change is the Industrial Areas 
Foundation (IAF), a national organization operating locally in numerous communities across the 
country (Giles, 1998). Using an ecological perspective, IAF has successfully partnered with 
schools, parents, and community stakeholders to foster partnerships where trust, open 
communication, respect, and differing ideas and perspectives are actively sought to effect 
positive change (Giles, 1998). In this framework, the complexity of power and how it influences 
relations and decision-making processes are taken into account. For example, a power analysis is 
often utilized to learn how parents may be excluded from educational decision-making processes 
in order to develop initiatives that will promote a change in school culture from one that is a top-
down power structure to one that is a relational power structure (Giles, 1998). In this new power 
structure, parents are decision makers, instead of mere consumers (Lopez, 2003). In order to be 
operative, principals must be open and willing to share their authority, not only with parents but 
with teachers as well (Giles, 1998).  
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IAF, like SDP, utilizes a community organizing approach that is geared toward effecting 
a community-wide organizational change (Lopez, 2003). Therefore, not only does the school 
need to be on board, parents and other community stakeholders need to be as well. In addition, 
an outside organization, such as IAF, usually needs to participate to help facilitate, foster, 
evaluate, and guide the change process (Giles, 1998; Giles, 2003). As per Giles (1998), IAF has 
been successful in helping improve schools and school systems in some impoverished 
communities. However, of note, I did not find empirical or large scope research studies on IAF’s 
short and long-term outcomes for schools, families, and students, strongly suggesting that further 
studies need to be conducted.  
As has been noted, both SDP and IAF are system-overhauling approaches that take the 
time and commitment from various school, family, and community stakeholders. The National 
Network of Partnership Schools (NNPS), in acknowledgement of the overwhelming task of such 
a venture, seeks to provide educators with theory, support, and training to build permanent 
family, school, and community partnerships (Sheldon, 2007). Based on Epstein’s (1995) parent 
involvement typology, NNPS asks for schools to form Action Teams for Success (ATS) to 
develop a plan for partnership based on specified goals (Sheldon, 2007). A large-scope study of 
seventy-six elementary schools in Ohio that are involved in NNPS found that program 
participation was associated with improved daily student attendance rates (Sheldon, 2007). 
Similarly, schools at the elementary, middle, and high school level participating in NNPS have 
indicated the ability to implement successful partnership programs and activities through the 
support of NNPS (Sanders & Simon, 2002). It is noted, not surprisingly, that the quality and 
effectiveness of programs is related to the level of support from community stakeholders, the 
engagement level of the ATP, funding, and the active use of NNPS support (Sanders & Simon, 
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2002). Further studies are needed on specific activities that schools implement in promoting 
partnership in relation to outlined goals to learn more about the both the efficacy of the activities 
in relation to student outcomes as well as the efficacy of the support provided by NNPS 
(Sheldon, 2007).  
Another program that seeks to support schools and school stakeholders in developing and 
maintaining robust family, school, and community partnerships is the national K - 8 technical 
assistance program, Schoolwide Integrated Framework for Transformation (SWIFT), active in 64 
schools across the country (www.swiftschools.org). Although SWIFT focuses on inclusion 
education as pertains to the teaching of students with and without disabilities in integrated 
classrooms as opposed to specifically focusing on building partnerships and collaborations 
across economically and racially diverse schools and communities, SWIFT does in fact provide 
assistance across demographically diverse schools; in addition, their approach highlights the 
importance of family, school, and community partnerships (Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 
2015). As such, SWIFT is an important program to look at in seeking to learn about various 
approaches to building family-school partnerships.  Aligning themselves with “Citizen 
Participation” of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder and incorporating all of Epstein’s (1995) typology of 
parent involvement, SWIFT highlights the integral importance of family and school partnerships 
stating that:  
Trusting Family Partnerships contribute to positive student outcomes when family 
members and school staff have respectful, mutually beneficial relationships with 
shared responsibility for student learning; when family members have options for 
meaningful involvement in their children’s education and in the life of the school; 
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and the school responds to family interests and involvement in a culturally 
responsive manner (www.swiftschools.org). 
They appear to be having some success in achieving this mandate as exploratory studies focused 
on identified SWIFT schools deemed “knowledge development sites” due to their high rates of 
inclusive practices have shown that parents and families feel their school displays a high value 
on authentic and respectful family-school partnership (Francis, et al., 2016; Haines, et al. 2015; 
Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015). Within this, families cited that keys in developing a 
trusting relationship that supported this partnership is, “communication, respect, commitment, 
equality, and professional competence” (Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015, p. 185). Within 
communication strategies, communication modality, reciprocity, frequency, and cultural 
sensitivity were all noted as important in building and maintaining trusting relationships and 
effective partnerships (Francis, et al., 2016). In addition, families felt their teachers were in 
support of the wellbeing of both their child and their family and in doing so held high 
expectations for their children which promoted effective partnership as well as positive outcomes 
for students with and without disabilities (Francis, et al., 2016; Haines, et al., 2015; Shogren, 
McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015).  
These findings are congruent with other studies that have found that personal regard, 
respect, mutual engagement, and active listening, among other things, are imperative in building 
relational trust between families and schools in order to build effective partnerships that best 
foster and promote student achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 
2005; Mapp, 2003; McKenna & Millen, 2013; Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014). 
Therefore, the findings on the examplar SWIFT schools are quite promising in pursuit of 
understanding what builds and sustains productive family-school partnerships and promotes 
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positive outcomes for students. However, as noted by Francis, et al. (2016) and others (Haines, et 
al., 2015; Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015), more studies need to be conducted in order to 
broaden the ability to generalize the findings, particularly across families of economically and 
racially marginalized groups.  
The afore-mentioned partnership models all seek to build family-school partnership 
through the active restructuring of the school. Another model, the Family Builders Approach 
(FBA), seeks to similarly bring parents into partnership with the school for the benefit of 
struggling students. However, as opposed to refashioning the entire structure of the school, it 
seeks to change the organizational culture of how student problems are handled in a school one 
family at a time (Sar & Wulff, 2003). Based on the Community Impact Model, FBA holds that a 
child’s problem is not singularly located in themselves, in their family, or in their school, but 
within their entire lived environment. Therefore, in order to effectively support children in 
conflict or struggle, families, schools, and communities must work together to help a student 
overcome their obstacles (Sar & Wulff, 2003). In order to accomplish this task, a school-based 
Family Builders (FB) counselor is used to facilitate an active partnership between the home and 
the school so that an effective and supportive problem-solving relationship between the school, 
the family, and the student can be cultivated (Sar & Wulff, 2003). This is accomplished via a FB 
counselor identifying a “community of concern” about a particular child consisting of school 
personnel, family members, and the child. Meetings are then held in various phases where the 
parameters of the problem are established, strengths and differing viewpoints are acknowledged 
and explored, and a solution plan is created where each person’s role in the plan is identified and 
outlined. Finally, after an agreed period of time, a celebration meeting is held in affirmation of 
growth made (Sar & Wulff, 2003).  
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A survey evaluation of families’ experiences with FB found that families believed that 
the overall quality of their interactions with schools improved and that families felt empowered 
to problem-solve as related to their child. Further, families also voiced that FB helped their child 
express their feelings better, learn problem-solving skills, and become comfortable in receiving 
assistance (Sar & Wulff, 2003). However, despite the positive findings, the study sample was 
small (n=50), mostly White (96%), and employed (68%) (Sar & Wulff, 2003), suggesting that 
the program and study need to be replicated in larger scope and in a range of other communities 
to test FBA’s efficacy in diverse settings. In addition, the cost to schools and/or school districts 
using FBA would need to be considered as it may prove untenable for urban schools serving 
low-income students given the inequitable funding these schools receive.   
Although many in the field looking at family-school partnership believe that the greatest 
change and impact are made possible by a system-wide family-school partnership model 
(Comer, 1984; Drake, 1995; Epstein, 2009; Haines, et al. 2015; Swap, 1993), singular 
partnership interventions are found to be effective that target specific problems, collaborate with 
families, and create open lines of communication with parents (Christenson & Carlson, 2005; 
Cox, 2005). For example, intervention programs have yielded success in the areas of improved 
student behavior (Collins, Moles, & Cross 1992 as cited in Cox, 2005), improved homework 
completion (Balli, Demo, & Wedman, 1998; Patton, Jayanthi, & Polloway, 2001), improved 
literacy skills (McCarthey, 2000), and improved math skills (Blechman, Taylor, & Schrader, 
1981). In addition, parents’ participation in varied partnership programs at schools often results 
in their feeling more connected and comfortable with the school, thereby increasing their 
readiness to reach out to teachers if their child is struggling (Bensman, 1999). Further, parents 
that become connected to a school through a partnership program also become a liaison and 
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avenue for other parents to become connected as well (Snell, Miguel, & East, 2009). These 
singular intervention programs are important to note as they are smaller in scope than a 
partnership program strategy that seeks to forever alter the structure, culture, and organization of 
the school and therefore may be more viable for some schools that strive to utilize increased 
parent participation and partnership to improve student outcomes. 
Whether a school seeks to improve student outcomes through singular parent-school 
partnership interventions or through an entire school restructuring, studies indicate that more 
needs to be done on the part of schools to garner parent perspective and input in order to truly 
create an effective family-school dialogue and partnership (Auerbach, 2009; Behar-Horenstein, 
2008; Carter, 2007; Epstein, 1986; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Hudley & 
Barnes, 1993; Mapp, 2003; Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008; Snell, Miguel, & East, 2009). 
This is especially true for Black families. For example, Carter (2007) learned from Black parents 
attempting to work with their children’s school that they typically felt ignored by the school or 
the district until they became frustrated and angry and then they were labeled as the “angry Black 
parent” (p. 52). The parents further reported that they were talked “at” and told what they were 
doing wrong and what they needed to “fix” instead of being engaged as active participants with 
whom to partner (Carter, 2007). Similarly, Lareau & Harvat (1999) found, as per parents, that 
when parents were critical of their children’s school, particularly involving issues of race, a 
contentious relationship with the school was borne leaving them with the sense that any open 
critique of the school was not welcomed or legitimized. This is critically different than the 
experience of middle-class White parents who not only feel respected and welcomed, but feel an 
agency within their relationship with schools, entitled to act and enact the social and culture 
capital they hold in White dominant society (Levine-Rasky, 2009). In addition, studies have 
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found that all parents wish for schools to be more proactive in their efforts to communicate and 
reach out to them (Epstein, 1986; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003). Further, 
parents, in particular Black parents, feel that parents need to become more a part of school 
decision-making processes in order to help improve outcomes for their children (Behar-
Horentstin, 2008). In the end however, in order for parent involvement and family-school 
partnerships to have a chance for improving outcomes for all students, schools must treat parents 
as important, as having strengths, and as persons with whom they wish to be actively involved 
(Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Francis, et al., 2016; Henderson, 1988; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & 
Davies, 2007; Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 2005; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Liontis, 1992; Snell, 
Miguel, & East, 2009).  
Limitations of Extant Literature and Implications for Future Studies 
 Within program practice and research, family-school partnership and parent involvement 
in children’s schooling is considered a ripe avenue for supporting all students’ academic success, 
and in particular for increasing low-performing students academic performance, behavior, and 
investment in their schooling (Abdule-Adil & Farmer, 2006; Comer, 1984; Henderson, Mapp, 
Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Epstein, 1995; Swap, 1993).  However, there is a gap between parent 
involvement and family-school partnership theory and practice (Liontis, 1992). In addition, 
although Epstein (2005, 2009), Swap (1993), and others (Comer 1984; Francis, et al., 2016; 
Davies, 1987; Liontis, 1992) have created frames for looking at and discussing parent 
involvement and family-school partnerships, there is not a universally held agreement among 
educators as to what involvement is or what optimum partnership looks like (Barton, et al., 2004; 
Christenson, 1995; Liontis, 1992; Somer, Owens, & Piliawsky, 2007) making it difficult when 
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looking at and comparing the efficacy of different programs and interventions discussed within 
literature. 
Also of concern, most studies looking at parent involvement and/or family-school 
partnership programs, whether goal specific or school restructuring, are descriptive in nature 
(Christenson & Carlson, 2005; Cox, 2005; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Jeynes, 2007). More 
empirical studies on intervention and/or program efficacy, particularly with low-income Black 
families, are sorely needed given the abundance of literature on the importance parents play in 
children’s schooling and the need for schools to involve and partner with them (Abdul-Adil & 
Farmer, 2006; Cox, 2005; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005). Further, of the studies being conducted, 
most, whether case study or empirical, are small in scope suggesting that larger scope studies are 
also called for (Behar-Hornstein, 2008; Bensman, 1999; Brown & Beckett, 2007; Francis, et al., 
2016; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008; Snell, Miguel, & East, 
2009). In addition, an increased number of studies are needed with more racially, ethnically, and 
economically diverse populations (Francis, et al., 2016; Liontis, 1992; Steinberg, Samborn, 
Dorbushc, & Darling, 1992; Valdez, Carlson, & Zanger, 2005).vii  
The vast majority of studies about parent participation and family-school partnership 
focus on the elementary school years (Fishel & Ramirez, 2005). However, a specific elementary 
school year as it pertains to family-school partnership and future outcomes have not been 
specifically focused on – 3rd grade. Third grade has been lauded as a critical year within the 
elementary school years, in particular as it pertains to reading ability (Annie E. Casey 
Foundation, 2010; Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012; Lesnick, Goerge, Smithgall, & Gwynne, 
2010). Studies have found that 3rd-grade reading ability is a predictor of 8th-grade reading level 
as well as a predictor of high school graduation (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2010; Annie E. 
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Casey Foundation, 2012; Lesnick, George, Smithgall, & Gwynne, 2010). As such an important 
early education year, more studies are needed that focus on the critical year of 3rd grade with 
perhaps particular focus given to how effective family-school partnerships can support literacy 
skill development. In addition to the importance of 3rd grade, research indicates that students’ 
reading and math grades as well as attendance in the 8th grade are strong predictors of future 
success in and graduation from high school (Rosenberg, 2010; The Campaign for Fiscal Equity, 
2010). Further, research has shown that parental involvement in the middle and high school years 
promotes student academic achievement (Cox, 2005; Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996). Unfortunately 
however, schools become less family-centered in their practices and have a harder time 
partnering with parents or garnering parent participation in the middle and high school years than 
in the elementary years (Dunst, 2002; Liontis, 1992; Sanders & Simon, 2002). Therefore, 
increased studies within middle schools as well as high schools are needed in order to help 
educators learn how to foster and harness parent involvement and partnership in these critical 
and oft-overlooked years (Sheldon, 2005; Rishel & Ramirez, 2005).  
Perhaps of greatest concern, a key and often missing voice in the research and discussion 
of parent participation and family-school partnership is the voices of parents themselves (Jeynes, 
2010; Kim, et al., 2013; Mapp, 2003; Williams & Sanchez, 2012). This is striking since parent 
perspective is a key component in creating a productive dialogue and relationship in family-
school partnerships (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Liontis, 1992; McKenna & 
Millen, 2013; Snell, Muguel, & East, 2009). As discussed in previous chapters, this trend speaks 
to the historical and present day hierarchical institutional structure within our education system 
that diminishes at best and dismisses at worst schools and educators true embracing of an active 
parent role in schools, particularly for parents that are marginalized and targeted for oppression 
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in the U.S. To note, it also speaks to the role research and researchers have played within this 
phenomenon. Further, as noted by Mapp (1997) and others (Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008), 
despite any efficacy school personnel feel in forming constructive family-school partnerships 
with a particular intervention or program, there is still the risk that school staff may believe they 
are encouraging or fostering parent participation and partnership but with closer inspection find 
that parents do not agree. As such, to counter all of the above, studies giving voice to the 
perspective of low-income Black parents as it relates to parent participation in schools and 
family-school partnership are sorely needed. In this way, we will in learn from the families 
themselves their experiences with schools, what is supporting them, what is not supporting them, 
and finally, what they believe is needed to foster and support effective and functional parent 
involvement and family-school partnership (Jeynes, 2010; Sheldon, 2005). 
Conclusion 
It is a long-held belief that it is important for schools and families to communicate and 
partner in the pursuit of best outcomes for students, particularly low-income Black students that 
are struggling due to various reasons noted. However, despite this, effective family-school 
communication and collaboration have been and continue to be difficult to achieve (Anafara & 
Mertens, 2008). In addition, a focus on parents as an important resource within education reform 
has been and is too often missing from federal policy educational goals and mandates. This must 
change. A quality education has always been a cornerstone to being able to successfully 
participate in American society, but it is perhaps even more so true today (Ravitch, 2000). One 
of the avenues for creating a more effective schooling experience and overall education outcome 
for low-income Black students is to put real value to the significant role families have in 
students’ lives and in the educational process itself (Carlson & Christenson, 2005; Chavkin, 
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1993; Comer, 1984; Comer, 1986; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Lightfoot, 1980; Slaughter & 
Kuehn, 1993).  
If schools and teachers view low-income Black parents as incapable or incompetent, their 
involvement as intrusive, and do not view differences of opinion as healthy or positive, family-
school collaboration or partnership with low-income Black families is not going to occur (Fine, 
1990; Henderson, 1988; Karther & Lowden, 1997). Educators must begin to look for, see, and 
acknowledge strength as opposed to deficit (Bell, 1980; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003). In addition, 
in order to strengthen their schools and the education process itself, educators must strive to 
become more comfortable with conflict and difference in order to hear and see the diverse 
experiences and perspectives of the families and children that make up their schools (Lawrence-
Lightfoot, 2003; Doucet, 2008; Sheldon, 2005; Shields, 2004). In this way, they will be able to 
reconsider and challenge their assumptions about parents and families thereby reconsidering and 
altering interactions, communications, interventions, and/or programs that were built on those 
assumptions (Bell, 1980; Chavkin, 1993; Karther & Lowden, 1997; Sheldon, 2005). 
Past and present literature and research on parent participation and family-school 
partnership privileges the perspective and voice of education professionals and policy makers 
(Bell, 1980; Jeynes, 2010; Landson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Lightfoot, 1980). In addition, 
historically, education research has privileged White, middle-class society to the detriment of 
communities of color, including but not limited to Black families and communities (Milner, 
2007). This is particularly evident within the pervasive pathologized picture painted of low-
income Black children and families within education research and literature (Bell, 1980; 
Landson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008; Shields, 2004; Swadener & 
Lubeck, 1995; Weissbourd, 1996). In order to counter and change this phenomenon, to stop 
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“blaming the victims” of the system, scholars are asking and calling for a change in how 
education research is conducted (Freire, 2009; Landson-Billings & Tate, 1995). In order to do so, 
a first step is to bring the voice and perspective of racially marginalized communities into the 
discussion and research in order for a more complete analysis of the education system to be made 
possible (Landson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Shields, 2004).  Parents want to have this voice. And it 
is educators’ and researchers’ responsibility to actively engage and collaborate with them in 
order to support their being heard (Carter, 2007).  
Paulo Friere (2009) put forth that “it is not our role to speak to the people about our own 
view of the world, nor to attempt to impose that view on them, but rather to dialogue with the 
people about their view and ours” (p. 96). In other words, educators and researchers need to stop 
talking about low-income Black parents and families and why they believe they are or are not 
participating in or partnering with schools on behalf of their children’s education, but instead talk 
with low-income Black parents and families. In doing so, we will learn from parents and 
families, their experiences, challenges, and views as they relate to parent participation and 
family-school partnership and their ideas on what to build upon as well as how to improve and/or 
strengthen it (Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008; Sheldon, 2005; Somers, Owens, & Piliawsky, 
2007). By doing so, low-income Black parents’ and families’ essential and critical role within 
their children’s education will be honored, recognized, and utilized thereby strengthening the 
relationship and interaction between their families and the schools in the best interest of all 
children (Bell, 1980). In this way, school reform that truly utilizes parent participation and 
family-school partnership to address and counter inequities in outcomes for low-income Black 
children and families, as well as challenges inequities within the education system itself, may be 
more fully realized. The aim of this research study is a step towards this actualization.  
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY 
The academic literature is sparse on low-income Black parents’ perspectives on the 
barriers or avenues to building family-school partnership and promoting parent involvement in 
and with schools. In addition, 3rd-grade is viewed as a critical juncture in early education years 
regarding future success (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2010; Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012). 
Therefore, this study aimed to learn from low-income Black parents of 3rd-graders about their 
involvement with their children’s schools, their experiences in forming family-school 
partnerships, how this partnership influenced their desire to continue to partner with the school 
and how it affected student learning and achievement. The inquiry sought to answer the 
following questions: 
• How do parents conceptualize family-school partnerships? 
• How are family-school partnerships developed, fostered, and/or nurtured with the 
larger school entity, school leadership, teachers, and others as appropriate? 
• What enables or impedes the process of partnership development with the larger 
school entity, school leadership, teachers, and others? 
• How do struggles and successes that form those partnerships affect 
parents’/caregivers’ desire to continue to partner with the school and/or school 
personnel? 
• How do the success and struggles to form those partnerships affect outcomes for 
children? 
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The aim of this study was to add low-income Black parents’ perspectives to family-school 
partnership literature and to develop findings that could lead to more effective family-school 
partnerships with all families.  
Research Paradigm 
To guard against bias with predetermined ideas of how best to understand parent 
experiences with school professionals (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Patton, 2002), the study called for 
a research paradigm that sought to discover the nuanced perspectives of families about what 
fostered and impeded partnership development with schools and how those partnerships did or 
did not support students and families. To achieve this, I utilized a qualitative research design in 
the phenomenological tradition. This enabled me to understand family-school partnerships from 
the perspective of the parents, and how the partnerships did or did not support low-income Black 
students and their families.  
Phenomenological Approach 
This study aimed to produce knowledge about the phenomenon of parents’ perspective on 
forming and fostering partnerships with schools and their processes. The phenomenological 
tradition of qualitative research best served this purpose. Phenomenology seeks to understand the 
essence or structure of a phenomenon. In this approach, the researcher strives to understand how 
people in particular situations understand the meaning of events and interactions in their lives. 
The researcher does not assume knowledge of the meaning but rather enters the conceptual world 
of those they are studying. Reality is socially constructed; as such, there is more than one 
experience or interpretation of an experience or phenomenon. The objective of the researcher is 
to learn what those are and to give voice to the essences of both shared and unique experiences 
(Gogdan & Biklen, 1983; Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Patton, 2002).  
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I sought to gain greater understanding of family-school partnerships, the elements that 
support and/or impede effective building of partnership, and how these partnerships may or may 
not support students and their families. In addition, I sought to understand parents’ conception of 
their children, their ideas about partnership, their conception of their relationship with the school 
including the process of building relationship and partnership, and how that relationship did or 
did not support their children and families. Developed within a constructivist paradigm, the study 
sought to understand how parents conceptualized partnership, what was conducive to and/or an 
impediment to the process of partnership development, how the success and/or struggles to form 
those partnerships affected their desire to partner with the school, and how those successes 
and/or failures affected outcomes for their children. Therefore, because this study aimed to gain 
insight into the phenomenon of building partnerships and the nuances therein, I employed a 
phenomenological approach.  
Qualitative and Naturalistic Inquiry 
Phenomenology is a naturalistic form of inquiry. Through open-ended, flexible, and 
discovery-driven inquiry, this research approach offered the opportunity for respondents to 
communicate their understanding of their experiences to me (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Bogdan & 
Biklen, 1983; Janesick, 1994). Steeped in a stance of discovery, qualitative research is inductive 
and seeks to discover more about a phenomenon and/or a social situation from the perspective of 
those experiencing this phenomenon (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Bogdan & Biklen, 1983). It holds 
that reality is socially constructed in the dynamic interplay between the subjective and the 
objective, and the subjective offers greater opportunity to understand how personal 
interpretations of experience influence meaning making and behavior (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; 
Mintzberg, 1983). In addition, qualitative inquiry is a flexible and open-ended process that 
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creates space for differing stories and narratives to emerge, thus allowing the researcher to learn 
from the multiple perspectives and experiences of families that participate in the study (Guba & 
Lincoln, 1981). Further, qualitative research does not operate from a predetermined theory (Guba 
& Lincoln, 1981; Patton, 2002). This allowed for investigation of different ideas about 
partnership, what it looked like, and how it could or could not be effectively utilized. Equally 
important, this design held that social situations were complex and best understood from the 
perspective of the participants (Bogdan & Biklen, 1983; Guba & Lincoln, 1981). In addition, 
remaining open to emergent themes (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Patton, 2002) in the parent 
narratives enabled me to capture the complexity of respondents’ independent and overlapping 
experiences and viewpoints. It was on this basis that categories, themes, and dimensions of 
shared experience emerged (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). Such insight and thematic understanding in 
turn increased the possibility of discovering how family-school partnerships supported students. 
Further, rapport and trust created the space for the possibility of continued transactional co-
learning and afforded me the opportunity to return to subjects to verify dimensions or themes of 
understanding (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Whyte, 1984). This supported the trustworthiness and 
credibility of my findings.  
Study Design 
Study Siteviii 
The study site, Borough’s Future Elementary (pseudonym) was co-located in a building 
with a middle school; it served Pre-K through 5th-grade students and employed a progressive 
model of education. Although housed in a school building used for generations by families in the 
neighborhood, Borough’s Future was a new school having recently taken over for a “failing” 
school. To provide multi-prong support to students and families, a school-based support 
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program, Future Dreams Partnership (pseudonym), was also housed in the school brought in by 
Borough’s Future principal when she took over the school. In addition to providing support to 
students and families, the Future Dreams program director and staff worked closely with 
Borough’s Future’s principal and teachers. Although Future Dreams was technically independent 
of Borough’s Future, their working relationship was intertwined. Both families and school 
leadership saw them as an integral part of the school community. In addition, to further support 
students and their families, the school used a strategy in which students remained or looped with 
the same teacher from Kindergarten through 5th grade.ix The principal of Borough’s Future, Ms. 
Robinson (pseudonym) was a White woman, and the director of the Future Dreams, Mr. Tanner 
(pseudonym), was a White man. The teachers and support staff at Borough’s Future and the staff 
at Future Dreams were diverse in both race and gender. However, the head teachers who served 
the students of the parents interviewed were both women; Miss Turner (pseudonym) was Black 
and Ms. Burns (pseudonym) was White.  
Study Location and School Population 
Borough’s Future Elementary was located in New York City. Creekwood (pseudonym), 
the neighborhood in which the school is located, had a long history of poverty, violence, and 
safety issues with a high concentration of public housing (DNAInfo.com, 2011; Konigsberg, 
2014). Further, over 75% of the population identified as Black (City-data.com, 2014). At 
Borough’s Future, more than 75% of the students identified as Black, less than 25% identified as 
Hispanic/Latino, and less than 5% identified as Asian (Insideschools.org, 2014). Ninety percent 
of the students qualified for free lunch (Insideschools.org, 2014). Given the demographic make-
up of Borough’s Future Elementary and the surrounding Creekwood community, the 
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neighborhood and student population provided a study sample that met the study scope criteria 
and a relatively uniform sample pool. 
Participant Inclusion Criteria  
Criteria for the study sample included prospective parents or caregivers who self-
identified as Blackx or Black of mixed race and whose children were eligible for a free or low-
cost lunch. At the start of the study, only prospective parents and/or caregivers that had at least 
one child enrolled in the 3rd-grade were eligible to participate, assuming they met the 
aforementioned criteria. However, participant recruitment took a full year that spanned two 
academic calendar years. Consequently, to insure that all families in the study sample had 
children in the same class/grade cohort throughout their time at Borough’s Future Elementary, in 
the later part of the study the eligibility criteria changed to only include prospective parents 
and/or caregivers with a child in the 4th-grade and met all other noted study criteria.xi xii 
Sampling Strategies 
This study employed criterion and snowball sampling. Criterion sampling purposefully 
chooses cases that meet predetermined criteria to reveal major patterns and categories in the 
specified phenomenon under study (Patton, 2002). With a deep interest in issues surrounding the 
education achievement gap between middle-class White students and low-income Black 
students, this study sought to gain insight into how low-income Black families formed and 
utilized relationships and partnerships with schools to support students academically, socially, 
and/or emotionally. In addition, the study sought to focus on 3rd-grade students attending a public 
school. Therefore, the strategy of criterion sampling was imperative. Further, snowball sampling 
assisted in recruiting of families into the study that might otherwise have been hesitant to 
participate (Padgett, 2008). According to Borough’s Future’s principal, there were between 50 
 
   
74 
and 55 families that met the sample criteria. I was able to recruit twelve participants and stopped 
recruitment when I reached saturation. 
Participant Recruitment 
I used the following strategies to recruit parents into the study.  I met with the principal 
and School Leadership Team (SLT) to present the study and garner support and ideas for 
recruitment. I designed a recruitment flyer and letter with feedback from the Parent and Teacher 
Association (PTA) President who was a parent of a student in the 3rd-grade. Following her 
suggestion, the PTA President distributed the initial recruitment flyer to all 3rd-grade teachers to 
be given to parents at the upcoming parent-teacher conferences.xiii The following additional 
strategies for recruitment were utilized throughout the scope of the research: 
• Teachers and Future Dreams staff advised families of research study and distributed 
recruitment letters and flyers in person and/or in students’ backpacks periodically 
throughout the recruitment process; 
• I attended school-wide community events both during and after school hours on three 
occasions and attended school-day drop-offs and/or pick-ups and summer program 
drop-offs and/or pick-ups twice a week over a span of six months in order to 
introduce myself, engage and inform families one-on-one about the study and scope 
of what participation entailed, and offer an invitation to participate in study screening; 
• I attended two on-site school-based parent/caregiver support group meetings to 
introduce myself and the study and answer any questions as needed;  
• I posted recruitment flyers on school-wide information boards throughout the 
recruitment process; 
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• Parents/caregivers that already participated in the study referred other potential 
parents/caregivers for recruitment screening throughout the span of the recruitment 
process.xiv  
In addition to the initial distribution of recruitment material and the strategies outlined above, I 
met with the principal, teachers, SLT leadership, and the Future Dreams director for guidance, 
suggestions, and support throughout the recruitment process.xv  
Participant Screening 
All potential participants, no matter the recruitment strategy used, were screened over the 
phone while in a private location where the conversation could not be overheard. When a 
participant met the criterion for inclusion in the study, I asked if they would like to participate or 
would like time to think about it. With the exception of one parent, all those screened decided 
they wanted to participate.xvi I then scheduled an individual interview at a time and date 
convenient for the participant. To confirm and/or change interview dates and/or times as needed, 
I and/or the participant contacted each other through phone calls or text. At the informants’ 
requests, all interviews took place at Borough’s Future in a private room or community space 
area.  
Data Collection Process 
I used a semi-structured interview guide for data collection, which allowed for discovery 
in a focused and efficient, but flexible, manner. I have an extensive work history with families 
and schools and a significant academic history in education, families, and child and family 
welfare. Based on insights from this experience, I developed dimensions and questions that were 
relevant to the study inquiry (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973). In addition, I altered the guide as 
thematic material emerged from the study participants.   
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The final Individual Interview Guide used in the study was developed with input from my 
dissertation chair and committee.xvii It sought to help me explore the core question of how low-
income Black families form partnerships with their children’s schools, their experience of that 
partnership, and how that partnership did or did not support their children. For example, I asked 
participants: 
• What has fostered and/or inhibited their developing a positive working relationship 
with staff at the school?  
• Have they worked with anyone at the school to help foster or build on their child’s 
strengths or successes?  
• Have they done so to help support them in in their challenges or struggles?  
• If so, with whom did they decide to work with?  
o How did they come to that decision?  
o What did their work together look like and what was their experience within 
it? For instance, did they feel like their ideas, decisions, and feelings were 
listened to and respected?  
o What were the outcomes for their child from that partnership?  
Further, delving more into voice:   
• What makes a difference for them and how does it affect their relationship with the 
school when they feel like they do have a voice in their work together?  
• What makes a difference for them and how does it affect their relationship with the 
school when do not feel life they have a voice in their work together? And finally,  
• If at all, how were race and/or ethnicity impactful in their experiences in partnering 
with the school?  
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Through these questions, I sought to unpack, explore, and discover with the participants 
their experiences and feelings about the school, their relationships with and feelings about those 
that work at and for the school, their experiences and feelings in building family-school 
partnerships, and the outcomes for their children from these partnerships. As is typical in 
qualitative research, the interview guide was flexible and allowed for a natural development in 
structure and scope as the study progressed. 
Interview Process 
 After greeting participants and discussing their rights as study participants, the interviews 
took from one to two and a half hours to complete. The length of time depended on the depth and 
breadth of scope of individual participant responses. With participant consent, each interview 
was recorded with a digital voice recorder. At the completion of the interview, participants 
received a $15 gift card of their choice (Dunkin Donuts, Rite Aid, Target, Applebee’s) as a token 
of appreciation.  
 I began each interview by asking basic demographic questions in order to orient me to the 
family’s situation and to build rapport. I then asked to explore their child’s strengths and 
struggles and their initial thoughts about their experience and their role and the school’s role in 
providing their child support. This dimension of focus was introduced as follows: “I now would 
like to start learning about (child’s name) and their strengths and struggles at school and your 
experience of your role and the school’s role in providing support.” I made the strategic decision 
to begin the interviews in this way in order to further the rapport building process before delving 
more deeply and specifically into family-school partnership. I purposefully began by asking 
about their child’s strengths. Far too often in schools, parents and caregivers hear from teachers 
and other school staff only when there is a concern about their child. I chose to start with 
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strengths to differentiate the interview experience from this trend and to foster rapport with the 
study participants. A few participants started to talk about struggles despite my prompt to focus 
on strengths, laughing when I refocused the conversation to strengths. Following, in addition to 
exploring their child’s struggles, I asked questions to learn parent’s feelings about what role they 
feel they should or should not take and what role they feel the school should or should not take in 
supporting their child in their strengths and struggles. The intent of these questions was to 
unearth each caregivers’ conceptualization of the family’s and the school’s role and 
responsibility to and for their child in order to relate this to their needs, desire, and feelings of 
experience within family-school partnership building (Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 2005).  
The remainder of the interview focused on the efforts to form family-school partnership 
and their experience within this. Each participant was asked the same umbrella question for each 
area of focus, with follow-up questions varying based on context and story. I discussed and 
explored areas of connection and disconnection in three spheres of relationship, and how this 
fostered and/or inhibited partnership building on micro and macro levels. In addition, I explored 
how the success or lack of success in partnership affected the parent’s desire to continue to strive 
towards partnership and how it affected their child’s functioning and development academically, 
behaviorally, socially, and/or socio-emotionally. Finally, towards the end of each interview, I 
explored the participant’s thoughts and feelings about their experience speaking with me and 
asked for feedback about what, if anything, I could do in moving forward to improve the 
experience for future participants. 
Human Subjects Protections 
The Hunter College (CUNY) IRB approved the protocols used with all participants on 
January 10, 2015 and the NYC Department of Education IRB approved them on February 18, 
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2015. As outlined in the approved protocols, all participants were notified verbally and in writing 
of the following: 
• Purpose of study; 
• Participation was entirely voluntary;  
• Non-participation would not adversely affect the school’s commitment to, supporting 
and working with their child and family; 
• They could take away their study consent at any time without penalty; 
• The interview would take place at an agreed upon time, date, and place, 
• With consent, the interview would be audio-recorded and they could ask to review, 
edit, and/or erase the recording at any time; 
• They could stop the interview at any time and/or not answer any questions they did 
not wish to; 
• They would receive a $15 gift card as a token of appreciation for their participation; 
• Their identity and the identity of their child and family would be kept confidential;  
• Any information shared would not be directly attributed to them or their family in any 
transcriptions, study write-ups, reports, and/or papersxviii; and  
• The study results would be shared with them as well as with school leadership.xix 
According to NYC DOE IRB guidelines, school leadership was not allowed to share with 
me the names or contact information of the families in the 3rd and then 4th-grades. Therefore, all 
recruitment materials were distributed to families though the classroom teachers and/or the 
Future Dreams staff. In addition, when conducting “cold” recruiting at school open houses, etc., I 
spoke to all families asking if they had students in the 3rd and then 4th-grade and advised them of 
the study and study purpose as appropriate.  
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Since the cases sampled for this study came from a single, small, neighborhood 
community-school it was important to protect the privacy of the families and children involved 
in the research. Although the school leadership and staff knew which families could potentially 
participate, since they knew who was in the 3rd-grade at the start of the study and later who was 
in the 4th-grade, they did not need to know which families agreed to participate. To ensure this, 
throughout the duration of the study I did not share with any member of the school leadership 
team or teachers or the Future Dreams staff who had or had not participated.xx  
In addition to protecting participants’ identities from the school, it was also important to 
do so among the families themselves. Although the study utilized snowball sampling, to ensure 
confidentiality among the families, I never shared with parents and/or caregivers who had or had 
not participated when they were seeking to refer potential families. In addition, later focus group 
participation was voluntary and individual and group feedback sessions were offered to 
participants at the end of the data collection process to share study findings.  
Data Analysis 
Content Thematic Analysis 
Content thematic analysis was used to mine the interview data for patterns and themes 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Yin, 2003). Using thematic codes, I organized 
the data within the thematic categories that revealed themselves (Padgett, 2008). The analysis 
progressed in stages. First, I re-familiarized myself with the data through listening to and 
personally transcribing each interview, noting pauses, sighs, laughs, and exclamations as 
appropriate. After creating a spreadsheet of participant, child, and household demographic 
information, I reviewed notes written after each interview conducted and then read each 
transcription and memo to establish an initial set of codes. Following, I grouped these codes into 
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themes (Patton, 2002). After discussing some of the initial themes with my dissertation chair, I 
read each transcription again, again writing memos and fine-tuning the set of codes. I then 
discussed and reviewed categories and themes with my dissertation chair, committee members, 
and mentors for further input and feedback before again mining and fining tuning the unearthed 
categories and themes. Throughout this process, a recursive approach (Patton, 2002) was used to 
best capture categories and themes across the data set. I used an Excel spreadsheet for data 
management of codes, using printed out strips of categories that I manually manipulated over 
several phases in order to group into larger categorical themes. Although this approach was time 
intensive, it was best suited to my processing, organizational, thinking, and analytical style.  
Codebook 
The final codebook consisted of eight main dimensional themes, with some coded 
dimensions relating to and/or having overlap with or within other coded dimensions. Each of the 
dimensional themes ultimately relate back to the promotion and/or hindrance within the forming 
of family-school partnership. The 8 Dimensional Themes are as follows:  
1. Parent-Child  
2. Parent-School  
3. Parent-Principal 
4. Parent-Teacher 
5. Future Dreams Partnership 
6. Parent Manifested Belief in Parents’ Role in Education 
7. Parent Knowledge and Opinion of Teaching Strategies and Curriculum, and Larger 
Education System  
8. Race and Ethnicity 
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The first four dimensions are relationship themes. In other words, Dimension 1 is the 
parents’ relationship with and towards their child, Dimension 2 is the parents’ relationship with 
and/or feelings about the school and larger school community, Dimension 3 is the parents’ 
relationship with and/or feelings about the principal, and Dimension 4 is the parents’ relationship 
with and/or feelings about their child’s teacher. The remainder of the dimensions, although 
include some relationships with others within them, particularly in regards to Future Dreams 
Partnership, more speak about other substantive issues within the partnership experience as 
opposed to the relationships within them. In other words, they are influences within the 
experiences of family-school partnership at Borough’s Future. For instance, Dimension 5 speaks 
to the parents’ feelings, experience with, and/or opinion about Future Dreams Partnership and 
their staff.  Dimension 6 speaks to the parents’ manifest beliefs about their role in their child’s 
education as demonstrated through their voiced beliefs, actions, and/or behavior. Dimension 7 
speaks to the caregiver’s belief and/or opinions about the larger education system as a whole in 
New York City and the U.S. and specifically to the teaching strategies and curriculum at 
Borough’s Future. Dimension 8 speaks to ways in which the parent sees and/or experiences how 
race and/or ethnicity affect their family life, school relationships, community relationships and 
the U.S. in general.   
The final codebookxxi was developed within these eight dimensions as umbrella headings 
with subheading themes. For example:  
1. Dimension 2: Parent-School 
1. Parent Belief/Experience of School – Positive 
2. Parent Belief/Experience of School – Negative 
2. Dimension 4: Parent-Teacher 
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1. Parent Expectations of Teacher 
2. Parent Belief/Experience of Teacher 
In addition, each of these theme subheadings is further teased out with a final set of additional 
example subheadings. For example:  
3. Dimension 3: Parent-Principal 
1. Parent Belief/Experience of/in Principal – Positive 
1. Principal is Improving School 
2. Principal Has Active Presence at School 
3. Principal Does All She Can to Support Students & Families 
Finally, each of the example subheadings included an attached column that indicated 
which participants gave that response, either literally or that could be surmised through 
contextual extrapolated understanding. In this way, I was able to generate findings that unearthed 
spheres and relationships of influence within the building of and experiences in family-school 
partnerships. I was able to reveal these spheres using related thematic scope of saturation of each 
example, which allowed me to determine which had greater and/or lesser influence within the 
participants’ experiences (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
Credibility and Trustworthiness of Findings 
In qualitative/naturalistic inquiry, the researchers use themselves as “human instruments” 
to unearth a complexity of experience and insight into a phenomenon. As such, the researcher 
must be particularly attentive to maintain objectivity and be mindful of biases they may bring to 
the study process (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Kirk & Miller, 1986; Yin, 2003). As a human 
instrument, it is impossible to completely guard against all biases. However, as described in 
depth by Guba and Lincoln (1981, 1985), a researcher can employ various strategies to meet 
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tests of rigor and establish trustworthiness in the research process and findings. To ensure 
credibility and conformability of this study, field notes, reflexive journaling, triangulation of data 
sources, and garnering feedback on initial findings from study participants were utilized. 
Throughout the data collection and data analysis processes, I used field notes and a 
reflexive journal to record thoughts, feelings, and observations. I then discussed these and 
garnered feedback about them from my dissertation chair, committee members, mentors, and 
peers. In addition, in order to corroborate the initial study findings, I held a voluntary focus 
group for study participants. All study participants were invited to participate; one focus group 
was offered in the morning and one in the afternoon in order to accommodate as many 
participants’ schedules as possible. This practice of member checking allowed me to further 
explore as well as confirm the findings as I understood them, thus lending credibility to the final 
study findings.  
As noted, in qualitative inquiry, a researcher must be particularly mindful that their 
beliefs and biases may influence the findings. Therefore, the researcher must apply procedures in 
order to ensure their trustworthiness and credibility. To achieve this, the researcher needs to be 
open and honest within study reports and write-ups about how their positionality, beliefs, biases, 
and experiences may have influenced both the research study and the reported findings (Cohen & 
Crabtree, 2006; Finn, 2017; Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Guba & Lincoln, 1985). I have an extensive 
history of working with the proposed study population. From those experiences, I have formed 
opinions about how schools do and do not strive for partnership with families. Further, I am a 
white, Jewish woman, in my mid-forties, from an upper middle-class background. In addition, I 
am in a long-standing relationship with a Black man as well as stepmother to his college age son 
and biological mother to our school age daughter. My work experiences, my personal upbringing 
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and experiences, and my familial relationships, related and unrelated to schooling, shape my 
opinions about the institutionalized marginalization and oppression of Black Americans and how 
this is present in how schools do and do not strive for partnership with families of different races 
and ethnicities. I offer that my openness and honesty about how my beliefs and experiences may 
have led to biases within the study, and the various steps I have taken throughout the research 
and data analysis phases to guard against this, speaks to the conformability of the study. Further, 
the use of field notes, reflexive journal, and consistent and rigorous feedback from my 
dissertation chair, committee members, and mentors in addition to feedback from study 
participants, Borough’s Future Elementary principal, and Future Dreams Partnership director 
support the credibility of this study’s research process and its findings.  
Summary 
 In summary, the recruitment and data collection process was completed between March 
2015 and February 2016. Initial data analysis occurred concurrently with field notes and 
reflexive journaling after each meeting, interview, and/or focus group (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
The formal stage of data analysis was completed between the months of March 2016 through 
May 2017. Reflexive journaling was used throughout this formal stage and during the write-up 
of the findings. 
It is widely agreed that when schools cultivate productive family-school partnerships, 
they are best able to support positive short-term and long-term outcomes for the children they 
serve. However, schools struggle to form these partnerships with low-income Black parents, 
which compromises educators’ ability to support and promote all students’ wellbeing. Further, 
although there is an abundance of academic literature from the perspectives of field experts and 
educators about this phenomenon and how to address it, there is a paucity of literature that gives 
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voice to the perspectives of the adults directly impacted by this phenomenon - low-income Black 
parents of school-age children. Therefore, in order to best explore the parental perspective of 
what hinders and promotes the building of family-school partnership in pursuit of best 
supporting their children, I employed a qualitative approach in the phenomenological tradition. 
This allowed for the necessary rapport building needed with the study subjects and allowed for 
the greatest amount of flexibility in the recruitment, data collection, and data analysis phases of 
the study. To ensure trustworthiness and credibility of these findings, field notes, reflexive 
journaling, triangulation within data collection, and member checking of findings were 
employed.  
In the following chapters, I present my findings and the implications for practice and 
future research. In doing so, I hope to bring the voice of low-income Black parents into our 
discussions about how best to build, foster, and nurture effective family-school partnerships.  
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CHAPTER 6: RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN FAMLY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
In the past decade, leaders in literature on family-school partnership have begun to focus 
on aspects within relationship that are of import in pursuit of building of effective partnerships 
(Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Francis, et al., 2016, Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 2005; Mapp, 2003; 
McKenna & Millen, 2013; Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014).  Cornerstones, such as 
trust, respect, reciprocity, and voice are highlighted, as well as the power of a shared community 
that believes in the worth and ability of all students that, in partnership, creates a school 
environment that improves student outcomes (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 
2005; Mapp, 2003; McKenna & Millen, 2013; Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014, 
Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015). Further, literature speaks to how we must understand 
parents’ conceptualization of family role and school role in children’s education, as well as 
parents’ conceptualization of partnership, in order to understand why some parents choose to 
partner with schools and some do not (Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 2005). Finally, in literature that 
specifically focuses on family-school partnership with Black, low-income parents and caregivers, 
authors speak to how, akin to schools that historically served Black students in segregated 
schools, productive partnerships are fostered when schools embrace children and families in such 
a way that the school and the neighborhood community are in many ways an intertwined or 
interconnected entity; one where high expectations are set for all children and where the 
educators serving them perform their jobs in such a way that it gives the message that it is more 
than a job, that the children are the educators’ children just as much as the family’s children, and 
together they will support and care for them academically, behaviorally, and socio-emotionally 
(Doucet, 2008). This study’s findings support and build on these themes.  
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In order to best impart the depth and breadth of the study findings, I will present and 
discuss them in two chapters. The first, Chapter 6, will focus on findings related to relationships 
within family-school partnerships. The second, Chapter 7, will focus on findings related to 
influences within family-school partnerships. Following, in Chapter 8, I will discuss the 
implications of these findings for practice as well as for future research. First however, I will 
present the study participants, their household makeup, and their children. In this way, I aim to 
bring a contextual frame of understanding to the study families that are seeking to foster and 
build family-school partnerships at Borough’s Future Elementary.  
Study Families 
For the remainder of this dissertation, I have made a strategic decision in describing the 
study participants to refer to all participants as parents. Although, it is not just parents 
(biological, adopted, step, and foster) that assume a caretaking role in the lives of children both 
at school and at home, nor was this the case in this study, “parents” is typically the umbrella term 
used within school-based literature with the understanding that this refers to any adult, related or 
otherwise, that has assumed a caretaking role in the child’s life. I have decided to align with this 
trend. In addition, I also did this as another means of ensuring study participant anonymity. 
Further, in order to ensure the anonymity of the families where the adult interviewed is not the 
technical parent, all children in the study will be referred to as child, son, or daughter. Finally, to 
protect confidentiality, the names used for parents and children in the study are all pseudonyms.  
Study Participants  
As presented in Table 1, twelve parents participated in this study with ten self-identifying 
as women and two self-identifying as men. In addition, seven self-identified as Black/African 
American, four as Black/Caribbean, and one as Black/Hispanic. Their ages ranged from 27 – 68 
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with their average age being 38, perhaps older than the average parent in the school. Three 
parents are full-time homemakers with one simultaneously also attending school, one parent 
works full-time outside of the home, three parents are self-employed working full-time from 
their home, four parents work part-time outside of the home, and one parent is retired. One 
parent attended school through the 10th-grade of high school, three parents graduated from high 
school, two parents earned their GED, two parents completed 1-year of college, one parent 
earned a BA, and one parent earned a BSW.  
Table 1 
 








  Female 





  25 – 29 
  31 – 39 
  40 – 49 







  Black/African American 
  Black/Hispanic 






  Completed 10th Grade 
  Earned High School Diploma 
  Earned GED 
  Completed 1-Year of College 
  Earned BA 









  Full-Time Homemaker 
  Full-Time Homemaker + Student 
  Full-Time in the Home 
  Full-Time Outside of the Home 
  Part-Time Outside of the Home 









   
90 
Study Participants’ Households 
As shown in Table 2, 2nly one of the households of the study participants’ was a single-
parent household; the other households consisted of 2 – 4 adults including mothers, fathers, 
stepfathers, grandmothers, grandfathers, aunts, uncles, and/or cousins. In addition, only one 
household had one child, the study subject child; the other households had 2 – 6 children 
including siblings and/or cousins.  
Table 2 
 






Total # of Adults in Household (Including Study Parent) 
  1 
  2 
  3 






Adult Relationship to Subject Child (Not Including 
Study Parent) 
  Parent 
  Stepparent 
  Grandparent 
  Aunt/Uncle 








Total # of Children in Household (Including Subject 
Child) 
  1 
  2 
  3 
  4 
  5 









Child Relationship to Subject Child 
  Sibling 
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Study Participants’ Children 
 There were twelve children of focus in this study.xxii As indicated in Table 3, five of the 
children were girls and seven were boys. Ten of the children were identified as Black/African 
American and two as Black/Hispanic. Their ages ranged from 8 – 10 with their average age 
being 9 years old. At the time the parent interview took place, three of the girls and two of the 
boys were in the Spring-term of 3rd-grade and two of the girls and five of the boys were in the 
Fall-term of 4th-grade. Four of the children had Individual Education Plans (IEP). Of those, one 
was a girl and two were boys in the 3rd-grade and one was a boy in the 4th-grade. IEP services for 
the children included the areas of speech and occupational therapy as well academic and 
behavior support.  
Table 3 
 







  Female 





   8 
   9 






  Black/African American 





  3rd 





  Yes 
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 When asked about their child’s strengths and struggles, all parents spoke about them in 
terms of the their academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and development. Some 
parents’ noted their children’s strengths in academics, specifically reading, writing, and math. In 
addition, they noted strengths in relationships with peers and/or teachers as well as in their 
nature, such as being kind, patient, artistic, social, and/or having a strong sense of self. Although 
not communicated as severe issues, some parents noted their child’s areas for needed growth in 
reading, reading comprehension, math, and test taking. In addition, some parents discussed their 
child’s struggles in attention span and/or focus, excessive socializing and/or talking in class, 
relationships with peers including but not limited to being bullied, and socio-emotional concerns 
such as being overly introverted, excessive shyness, and/or being a “pushover.” All parents 
spoke about partnering with their child’s teachers and/or others in the school about strengths and 
struggles in all areas.  
Four Dimensions of Relationships Within Family-School Partnerships 
As illustrated in Figure 1, this study’s findings revealed four significant spheres of 
relationship within family-school partnerships, organized here within four dimensions: 
Dimension 1: Parent-Child; Dimension 2: Parent-School; Dimension 3: Parent-Principal; and 
Dimension 4: Parent-Teacher. Although the parent’s relationship with their child as well as their 
relationship with their child’s teacher appeared to be the most significant, all four spheres were 
impactful within the partnership relationship, both as distinct entities and in how they influence 
each other. Further, as will be articulated, when a positive partnership had been cultivated 
between parent and school, principal, and/or teacher, when misunderstandings, obstacles, and/or 
other struggles arose that could potentially damage the partnership, the goodwill from positive 
past experiences served as protective factors in the relationship. 
 











Dimension 1: Parent-Child 
 In seeking to understand family-school partnerships, it is important to understand the role 
parents took in support of their children’s education and the behaviors that demonstrated this 
belief in action. As detailed in Table 4, for the parents at Borough’s Future, this was revealed in 
two themes: Theme 1: Parent Creates Known Expectation and Culture Around Education, and 










Theme 1 Parent creates known expectation and culture around education 
Theme 2 Parent behavior that supports and promotes communicated expectation 
and culture around education 
 
Theme 1: Parent creates known expectation and culture around education. The 
parents at Borough’s Future universally spoke to how they create a known expectation for and 
Figure 1. Relationships within family-school partnerships 
 
 
   
94 
culture around education in their homes. This is accomplished first and foremost by instilling an 
understanding in their children that “education comes first.” This is exemplified in how Annabel 
describes speaking to her daughter, Ebony, about school:  
I don't care what you want to say about school, education comes first. The 
cartoons already made, the person already made it, so guess what? You have to 
read. Miss Turner might say a half hour, but I'm telling you an hour or more. 
Further, the parents, each in their own way and with different foci, spoke to how they strive to 
instill in their children the need to hold a personal responsibility for themselves, be respectful, 
listen, focus, work neatly, be on-time, complete their homework, and/or strive for academic 
success. For example, when speaking about what she says to her daughter to convey the 
importance of listening and getting good grades, and why this is important to her, Aisha said: 
Like listen, you have, listen, you have to do it. Put everything to the side, nothing 
else is important. School is your only job. You have to go and get good grades. 
Don’t you want to be somebody? Don’t you want to have a great job? You don’t 
want to be poor, all right? You want to live paycheck to paycheck? That’s not fun. 
So in order to not live paycheck to paycheck, you have to go to school and study 
very hard to get good grades so you can go to college. I want my children to go to 
college. Something that I didn’t do. But that’s important. For them to not struggle 
and live paycheck to paycheck and be on any type of government assistance. 
That’s what I’m – and my, and all the ones, you guys are getting 80’s and 90’s 
and, there’s no excuse why. 
Later in the interview, Aisha continued on a similar theme: 
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It’s important for me to see the progress that she’s making and to give her the 
feedback that she needs. So that’s important. Hey, good job, that was good. Like, 
everybody’s at living room table doin’ homework. Lights on, no TV on, none of 
that. I don’t want your homework greasy. You know, just presentation is very 
important. That’s how my mother raised me. Listen, don’t be giving your 
homework all spotted up and lookin’ – there’s no teacher that want to touch that. 
Oh my dog ate it. Nobody wanna hear that. We don’t have pets. No animals in the 
house so nobody, MmMm…. Ebony come home sometimes. Why your 
homework look like that? Oh, I just. Listen, take the time, put it in your folder. I 
don’t like crunched up, balled up, like you don’t care about it. So if you don’t care 
about it, why is she supposed to care about it? You gotta think about stuff like 
that. So, this is just all of the things that I remind them every day and, just to be 
neat and tidy… 
Coupled with these communicated expectations around education for their children, the 
parents held and communicated expectations for themselves in their parenting around education 
as well. For example, as Aisha and Samuel expressed to and about their children:  
• Aisha: (Referring to what she says to her daughter) It’s important for you to 
do what you (have) to do. In order for you to do what you have to do, I have 
to do what I have to do. So you have to go to school and learn and when you 
come, we have to go over what you learned. That’s my job as the parent. To 
make sure your homework is right and that you understand it. And if you 
don’t understand, we’re gonna do it until you get it (laughs).  
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• Samuel: My mother taught me ABC's, to read and write before I know what 
Kindergarten meant. So I came to school prepared. And I try to do the same 
with my children because teachers are not here to be parents… they're 
educators. They shouldn't have to teach your, you know, your kids, the social 
amenities of being quiet, being respectful to others. I mean it's helpful if they 
also do that, but I don't think that's the teachers' job per se. They're there to 
teach your children, so you try to send your kids there prepared to learn and 
how to interact with others.  
This voicing of expectation of themselves in their role around parenting in education speaks to 
one aspect of how the parents conceptualized their role within the family-school partnership – at 
home in the parenting of their child. This manifested not only in how they talked to their child 
about schooling, but, as will be presented below, also in their behaviors that sought to support 
their child to succeed in it.  
Theme 2: Parent behavior that supports and promotes communicated expectation 
and culture around education. The parents interviewed at Borough’s Future discussed the 
actions they took to best support their child in their education. For example, in regards to 
homework, all but one parent spoke about providing homework help, guidance, and support. 
Further, whether their child is struggling academically or is ahead of their peers, many parents 
spoke about how, either on their own or through the school, they secured reading books, 
workbooks, and computer learning programs, to name a few, in order to assist in their child’s 
learning and academic development. For example, as Tamera communicated: 
When I picked him up. If I have a little concern I talk to them. I tell them to send 
him homework, always send him homework. I ask for books and stuff, you know, 
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just to help them. Because I like to do what I can do at home, you know, to help 
them. And I ask them for materials because I really don’t have a lot of resources 
and I ask them for resources sometimes. They give me what they can.  
In addition, all parents interviewed spoke about providing overall academic guidance and 
support over and beyond just homework. Further, all but two spoke about creating boundaries 
around their child’s use of the television and/or computer as well the amount of time allowed for 
playing video games. Finally, in addition to their focus on academics, all parents talked about 
how they provided socio-emotional and/or behavioral support and guidance as needed. This was 
a particularly important area of focus for parents whose children, both with IEPs and without, 
that have and/or do struggle in building and/or making positive connections with children and 
adults and/or in their classroom behavior. Further, it was also a focus for parents whose child had 
a history of being teased or bullied.  
 In addition to the above, parents spoke to how they make connections between home and 
school for their children. In doing so, they framed and modeled the importance of families and 
schools working together. Their behaviors that supported this connection were not just in words 
alone. As a group, the parents spoke about following up with teachers with any reported 
concerns, checking in with teachers to make sure homework is done correctly, and/or connecting 
with teachers about their child’s successes and/or struggles whether academically, behaviorally, 
and/or socio-emotionally. For example, as per Jacob:  
…I would say, we would tell him, today, when I come to the school, I’m gonna 
ask your teachers how you behave, you know. And with that type of thing, it 
registers in his mind that he gotta behave himself because he doesn’t want to get a 
bad report to us how he behave. We always tell him Miss Burns, Miss Burns, you 
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let us know everything about how he behave. And that’s what Miss Burns did. If 
we come to the, once we come up, she would say, he was good today, he didn’t 
behave bad, you know that kind of stuff. And if he was bad, then they would tell 
us that he was bad and didn’t behave today. So, it was basically that kind of thing 
between us and the teachers, and stuff like that.  
Of note, one particular parent, Sheryl, empowered her child, Marcus, within the home-
school connection. This was revealed after I asked if she has sought to partner with the teacher 
and/or other school staff about Marcus’s personal history and resulting emotional struggles that 
are the root of his socio-emotional and focus struggles at school. She answered: 
Oh, not yet. We have to build. We’re buildin’ on allowing Miss Turner to sit 
down and speak with us, instead of I’m tryin’ to talk to Miss Turner and he will 
walk away. Cause um, we do not talk without permission. I told him, as I’ve done 
with all the kids in my house, I’m gonna get the permission from you to speak to 
your teacher, your counselor, about what’s going on. If you don’t want anybody 
to know, you have that right, okay. You’re not grown, but this is your 
responsibility if you want help, to seek help. 
Later, she further explained:  
We’re from the Islands, so, we were raised differently. …My, my grandmother 
said it’s okay not to let everybody know what’s going on with you. You have to 
understand that it’s up to you, and it’s up to me, because I’m the parent, to let 
them know if that’s okay for you to open up to people. It takes time. Because if 
you’re not comfortable or if you’re hurtin’ some type of way, you have to be the 
one to have the strength to go and open up. So, that’s how I grew up. So, I don’t 
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want them to feel as though they HAVE to do what I say to do, you know, it’s the 
choice. You always have a choice. But this is what the consequences are. This is 
what is gonna happen. So, I just let  - I like the open road of um, what’s the word? 
communication with the kids and myself so they can feel as enough to discuss 
with. So.  
In empowering Marcus in this way, Sheryl sought to actively bring him into the partnership 
relationship, giving him agency of and for himself within it. Related, a few parents spoke about 
how their child was present for their discussions with the teacher and how this was important so 
their child knew they were working together with their teacher; that the two of them were on the 
same page. For example, Monique said: 
So, it it’s, if she Miss Turner comes to me and say well this is no – I will just 
speak to him and say, you know Miss Turner said this is what you did and you 
know you’re not supposed to be doing that. Even if he’s there, both of us will talk 
to him, you know, together, and then when I’m home, and if, I say, remember, 
this is what you have to do, Miss Turner said this. And he gets it. He does get it.  
In all of the above, as will be presented more in depth in the discussion of study findings, the 
parents enacted and demonstrated for their children, and for the school, that they are subjects in 
their education, and within their family-school partnership, not objects.  
Dimension 2: Parent-School  
 The relationship between the parent and the school as an entity includes the parent 
relationship with the principal and teacher, since both are part of the larger school community 
leadership impacting the parent’s relationship with the school at large. However, as the study 
findings suggest, one should view the school entity as its own separate sphere of relationship, 
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because, in addition to the principal and the teacher, the relationship includes school office, 
security, and other support staff, extra-curricula and/or support programs, as well as the school 
community families. Further, it also includes a parent’s overall feeling about and experience of 
the school and school culture as a whole. The following presentation of the findings as pertains 
to the family and school relationship is therefore held in this frame. As will be detailed below, 
and illustrated in Table 5, how the study parents experienced partnership with the school is best 
understood in four themes: 1) Parent Expectation and Need of School and School Staff; 2) Parent 
Belief and Experience of School and School Staff; 3) How Parent Belief and Experience of 
School and School Staff is Manifest, Developed, Fostered, and Nurtured; and 4) Impact of Parent 
Belief and Experience of School and School Staff.   
Table 5 
 






Theme 1 Parent expectation and need of school and school staff 
Theme 2 Parent belief and experience of school and school staff 
Theme 3 How parent belief and experience of school and school support staff is 
manifest, developed, fostered, and nurtured 
Theme 4 Impact of parent belief and experience with school and school staff 
 
Theme 1: Parent expectation of school and school staff. In speaking about the school 
and school staff, the parents interviewed at Borough’s Future either directly stated their 
expectations of the school and staff and/or it can be inferred through their stories. As a group, 
they spoke to their expectation that the school effectively teach their children, provide guidance 
and boundaries around behavior, and support and enrich their growth and development 
academically, behaviorally, and socio-emotionally. Further, many spoke to their expectation and 
hope that a school would not only support children, but support families as well.  
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Parents put forth their expectation that it was the school and their responsibility together 
to promote best outcomes for their child. In order to achieve this, they expected the school to 
work in partnership with them. For example, Nyla, while acknowledging that sometimes it can 
prove complicated, conveyed this feeling in speaking about discipline: 
You know, talk with the children, you know. You know, just talk with them. Like, 
and if, if the children is totally out of line then, you know, then you can call the 
parent up and let the parent know, you know. And I’ve seen it happen. Like a lot 
of people, they’ll tell the parent and the parent be like ‘ooooohhhh,’ I don’t care, 
‘aaaaaahhhhhh.’ Like, but if like, there’s a way of talking to people and some 
people just can’t take that, but like, if you come to me personally, you know what 
I’m saying, because I know my child. And it’s not like I’m going to deny the fact 
that he can’t be my child because they could do anything. You never know. So, it 
just. Just talk to them.  
Later in the interview, Nyla continued speaking to the theme of partnership, and within it, her 
belief that sometimes the school and its staff need to reach out more than once. Poignantly, she 
said, “Some people need to be persistent. No matter what. Be persistent with somebody, you 
never know what you’ll get out of that.” 
 In addition, to the above, parents spoke to their expectation and hope that the school will 
support families as a whole in addition to the students served, holding high expectations for both. 
Further, within this, a few put forth the importance for school and staff to embrace the 
neighborhood community, creating a welcoming, respectful, and nurturing environment. In doing 
so, as Latesha put forth, it will provide a “chance” for all kids.  
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If we can get all the kids all a chance, whether they have a foster mom, or 
nothing, when they come to school they should feel like this is the place to be, a 
place to learn. I want to come to school because this what is going to take me out 
from that situation to something bigger, open up your mind, you know.   
Theme 2: Parent belief and experience of the school and school staff. As per the study 
findings, the majority of parents in this study had an overwhelmingly positive belief and 
experience of Borough’s Future as an entity, reporting that the school had a good spirit, fostering 
a sense of fun and community. For example, as stated simply and succinctly by Melody, “…the 
spirit, the communication here is, I never experienced.” Related, many parents spoke to the 
welcoming and supportive environment they experienced. For example, as per Monique: 	
Understand, the school itself, the atmosphere to me is more inviting. It’s like, you 
know, everybody knows everybody’s name, you know, and they greet you and, 
you know, I think if, if there is a really serious issue, you could, there is always 
somebody to talk to.   
The parents interviewed voiced their belief in the school’s ability to support and educate 
all children; specifically for those students that are struggling, they believed the school does 
everything they can to provide support as needed. In addition, the parents felt Borough’s Future 
had various education and programmatic strategies in place that supported, promoted, and 
celebrated children academically, socio-emotionally, in their physical health, and in developing a 
positive and strong sense of self. Further, a few parents voiced that Borough’s Future was doing 
all they could to support and keep the students and larger school community safe. They also 
believed the school held the expectation that all students can and will succeed. As said 
passionately by Aisha:  
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They really want the children to succeed and do well. And that is amazing… 
…So, to know that they really care and want them to do well, even the little 
school performances in the auditorium, it’s a really big deal. They really – I love 
that it’s not just about learning, it’s about social. That’s important for a child. If 
you don’t know how to socialize with other children you’ll become a misfit and 
go shoot up a school one day. …I like the fact that the learning is not the only, the 
most important aspect of this school. It’s everything combined into one. That’s 
what I love here. No other school has that. No other school is doing that. No other 
school is thinking that way.  
Monique’s words concur with Aisha’s when she stated: 
…instead of it being a, a sentence of going to school, it’s more, it’s a more 
friendly atmosphere. You know, when you have different activities that the kids 
can participate. They have Borough’s Future Day where they’re downstairs, 
they’re doing exercise with Coach Stec. And ah, they have a little shows that they 
put on. The Spring and the Christmas shows. And the Black History Month they 
do. They’re many activities that they do in the school. And the, again, it’s, it’s 
helpful because the kids, they do Step, they do the Step, and they have dance 
class. ...It gives them an activity, and it also teachers them, gives them a sense of 
like a team, teamwork, and getting along with others.  
Later, Monique further stated about her son, “I see him as thriv(ing), you know. He love the, he 
love the school. He love being here.”  
Although parents’ beliefs and experiences of Borough’s Future as an entity were mainly 
positive, parents did have some critical feedback. For example, two parents felt the school could 
 
   
104 
improve in their discipline and behavior management, providing clearer and stricter boundaries 
around behavior and/or not punishing an entire class for a few students’ ill behavior. Further, in 
regards to family support, although parents fekt the school does a lot, one parent voiced that the 
school needs to do more, such as hosting GED classes as they have in the past. Some parents also 
felt the school could do more in keeping them abreast of the curriculum, particularly math, and 
provide them with the necessary knowledge and/or tools to best support children in their 
homework.  
Specifically in regards to parents’ experiences with the school’s efforts made towards 
family-school partnership, four parents voiced their belief that Borough’s Future as an entity, not 
specific to the principal or the teachers, tries to reach out and partner with families. In addition, a 
few voiced their belief that as a whole the school was receptive to their active involvement and 
participation in the school, that they listen and were receptive to parent voice and suggestion, and 
that they effectively communicate with families. As voiced by Aisha, who had an overwhelming 
positive view and experience of Borough’s Future:  
If I was unsatisfied or really had an issue, I know that I could come to Miss 
Robinson, Miss Turner, anybody that’s important and let them know how we 
feelin’ and we’ll talk about it or set up a date to have a meeting – that’s really 
important. I don’t feel brushed off. I don’t feel like, meh. That’s very important as 
a parent to not feel that they don’t really care what you have to say or how you 
feel or what you, your concerns. That’s very important, so I appreciate that. I do.  
However, specifically in regards to communication dissemination, three parents voiced 
that Borough’s Future could improve upon their strategies of information dissemination as well 
as in the timeliness of these communications. Further, one parent put forth that their website 
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needed to be updated more regularly and two parents reported that they would like an 
anonymous way to provide feedback and/or suggestions to the school. In addition, two parents 
voiced that the school needs to hold meetings for and with parents at varied times; as it currently 
stands, most meetings were during school hours, conflicting with the schedules of parents that 
worked and/or attended school themselves. Finally, one parent voiced that larger school meetings 
with parents needed to be better facilitated so there was space for all voices and opinions to be 
shared and heard. Further, it was voiced that the school needed to improve upon providing 
feedback to parents about whether or not their suggestions would be implemented, and if not, 
why that was. 
In addition to speaking about Borough’s Future as a school entity, parents also spoke 
more specifically about their beliefs and experiences of their staff. A majority, speaking about 
many constructive experiences, held a mostly positive view. For example, in addition to the 
many positive stories all parents shared about their child’s teacher, several spoke about how 
other school staff greeted families and knew their names, a few reported finding staff receptive 
when they have reached out regarding a concern about their child, and a few reported staff were 
able to acknowledge their anger and/or upset if/when occurred and appropriately supported them 
within it. Samuel spoke a bit to this when talking about the principal and the teacher: 
…if you want to see them that maybe you can make an appointment or, ah, or just 
by the simple fact that when you see them, they’re approachable. And I, I haven’t 
been turned down to say, oh I’m too busy right now, ah, you know, oh call the 
secretary and set up an appointment. It’s, it’s more of an open relationship where 
you can talk together and they make you feel comfortable talking to them. It 
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doesn’t, it doesn’t seem, they’re not condescending. And, and, and they, it gives 
you comfort and relief that you can, you know, approach them like that.  
In addition, a few parents spoke about how staff go over and beyond in their support of the 
students, including but not limited to attending extra-curricular events after school hours. As 
noted by Aisha regarding Ms. Robinson, Mr. Tanner, and many teachers that attended the 
Borough’s Future Step Team performance, “So for them to stop their weekends and take time 
away from their family to support what us and children – that is a big deal.”  
However, not all parents held purely positive views of Borough’s Future staff, 
particularly office staff. For example, it was voiced that too many of the office and other support 
staff were “just here,” not fully invested in their job, in the school, or in the students or families. 
This was exemplified for one parent when office staff, and others, did not say hello. A few other 
parents had similar views, voicing that they or others they knew have had communication issues 
with office staff and/or that office staff were rude and dismissive towards parents. For example, 
in talking about how other parents came to her with complaints, Sheryl said:  
Parents have complained that they’ve gone to the office to ask questions about 
like, picture day or whatever the case may be, and they were told to go talk to the 
PTA knowing nobody’s there. And they feel like people upstairs are rude, um, 
I’ve spoken to a few parents that got dismissed from somebody from upstairs.  
Another parent concurred with this view, reporting that office staff were dismissive when she 
came to reach out to the principal because her daughter was being bullied. She was told the 
principal was not available and that she could not see her until the following week. Despite the 
parent advocating for herself, they continued to be dismissive, ultimately resulting in the parent 
reaching out for support beyond the school walls.  
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Of note, the above negative opinions and/or experiences did not stop any of the parents 
from being receptive to and/or seeking out for themselves an ongoing relationship and 
partnership with the school. Still, importantly, some felt that the underlying cause of the staff’s 
behavior was due to their being judgmental of the parents because they were from Creekwood. 
As voiced by Layla:  
…certain staff members judge you based on your environment that you – oh, you 
live in Creekwood and that you. It’s a lot of educated people in Creekwood… 
they just assume that you don’t know what you’re talking about. And like, I feel 
like, when I’m talking, like, it’s like, yeah, yeah, yeah. She don’t know what she’s 
talkin’ about. Like. And then when you actually show them, exactly what you 
know what you’re talking about, it’s like, completely different. ….Like (sigh), 
with some of the parents I’ll see like, they’ll talk on a certain level with certain 
parents compared to… Like some parents they feel like you’re a like, lower… like 
your education level is lower. They’ll talk down to you.  
As such, in addition to needing to hold off their judgments, some parents voiced their belief that 
too many staff did not embrace the community as their own, and that they needed to do so in 
order to have and foster community pride. They said the end result, hopefully, would be an open 
door policy in support of all students and their families. Further, in doing so, it would foster 
parent voice and therefore relationship. As powerfully stated by Layla: 
…You know, everybody wants to be heard. It’s no matter of, you know, ra ra ra. 
Everybody doesn’t, you know. I think sometimes people categorize when they 
have an issue, they just automatically assume the worst out of people and just 
think they’re just going to be automatically riled up and angry. But they don’t 
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understand, when you deny people their voice, that’s when they become angry. 
Cause now by the time you decide to speak to me, I already been like, festering in 
whatever I’ve been festering for the past week - …And so now, yeah, I am going 
to explode. Because I’m upset. I feel like you pushed me to the side and like, what 
I had to say wasn’t important. And when it comes to other people’s children, I 
think you have to – sometimes they forget that, they’re not cattle. When they 
leave here, they are somebody’s daughter, somebody’s son, somebody’s 
grandchild. Like, you know? They’re not cattle. So you cannot treat them as such 
and be like, oh well because you see them everyday, like, I’ll deal with this when 
I feel. No. Because we take home the problem.  
In addition to the negative experiences with office staff presented above, two parents 
discussed negative experiences with after-school staff. It should be noted that many of the after 
school teachers are also classroom teachers during the regular school day. However, the after 
school teachers involved in the incidents described by the parents interviewed were not their 
child’s school-day classroom teacher. As such, I made the choice to include these negative 
experiences within the discussion of school support staff, as that was these teachers’ role with 
these particular parents and children. In both incidents described, the two parents were upset with 
how an after-school teacher communicated with their child. In the first incidence, a parent felt 
the teacher poorly handled a behavior issue between her child and another child in the program. 
She was upset because only her child was reprimanded when both children were at fault, 
particularly since her child was not a part of the program whereas the other child was. Further, 
she did not like how the teacher spoke to her child. In the second incidence, the parent was upset 
with how the teacher handled her child’s emotion and complaining behavior during the chess 
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program. At program pick-up, the teacher told the parent that they were not “babysitters” and 
that her child could not return to program due to her constant complaining. The parent was 
extremely upset because the teacher did not emotionally support her child or appropriately 
intervene or problem solve around her behavior, something she felt is a part of the teacher’s job.  
Theme 3: How parent belief and experience of school and support staff is manifest, 
developed, fostered, and nurtured. The study findings reveal that the positive experiences 
parents have at Borough’s Future manifested through the school actively seeking to engage and 
support families through community building events such as “Dr. Suess Night, Bubble Day, 
Field Day, Pajama Day, student performances, and family-school breakfasts and dinners. It 
should be noted, however, that two parents felt there should be even more community activities 
and events. Further, another parent spoke to the desire for some of these events to be more 
reflective of the cultures of the families at the school. Programming such as Future Dreams and 
the after school program were spoke well of. Parents advised they provided avenues and space 
for safety, enrichment, empowerment, and educational opportunities for children and parents. 
Meetings and workshops that sought to provide information and/or support around curriculum 
and/or testing were also noted as ways Borough’s Future reached out to partner with families. In 
addition, flyers, monthly calendars, voicemail messages, a school app, texts, and backpacking 
were noted as effective multi-prong strategies used to advise families of important meetings and 
events. Finally, the personal steps many at the school take to engage, build, foster, and nurture 
relationship, such as saying hello, and other actions previously noted, were all active 
mechanisms effectively used at Borough’s Future in pursuit of family-school partnership. 
It should be noted that, although Parent Teacher Associations (PTA) are often a ripe 
strategy used towards building family-school partnerships at schools, this did not appear to be 
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the case at Borough’s Future. Although most of the parents in the study have attended PTA 
meetings and/or have or currently were a part of its leadership, not all of their experiences had 
been positive. Further, many noted that attendance was meager. Overall, the few parents that 
spoke about PTA voiced their belief that it was not an active area used towards family-school 
partnership. Some reasons given were that parents attending meetings were rude, not enough 
parents attended, and that the PTA leadership team was ill functioning. One parent however 
reported a belief that PTA could be more useful and impactful if the school dedicated 
space/room for PTA to hold meetings, had secure storage, and provided a space during school 
hours for parents to gather and socialize.  
In regards to the negative experiences some parents had at Borough’s Future, this 
appeared to manifest and grow when parents felt they and/or their children were disrespected, 
dismissed, and/or condescended to by school staff. Further, this was amplified when there was an 
issue of concern that a parent had brought to the attention of school staff and this concern was 
not readily received, believed, supported, and/or listened to.  
Theme 4: Impact of parent belief and experience with school and support staff. For a 
working partnership to be cultivated, both parties – the school and the families – need to be 
active within their relationship. The findings reveal that the impact of the positive beliefs and 
experiences that the study participants had at Borough’s Future was parents’ reciprocation and 
support of the school’s efforts. For example, all parents spoke about attending school-wide 
community meetings and/or events, a majority of parents reported their children participated in 
after-school and/or extra-curricular programming, and a majority also reported their families 
have and/or were currently using support resources provided by the school such as Future 
Dreams. In addition, a few parents spoke about reaching out to school staff, other than the 
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principal or teachers, when having concerns. Further, a couple parents, so as to be respectful and 
ensure a positive working relationship, spoke about working to be mindful of their emotions, 
actions, and tone in their communications with staff when they have been upset and/or angry. 
Finally, several parents spoke to their awareness of the chain of command at Borough’s Future 
and therefore knew whom to go to if they had needs and/or concerns; they reported they felt 
comfortable and would access this chain of command if needed. 
In addition to parents’ reciprocation of the school and school staff efforts made towards 
partnership, the impact of parents’ positive belief and experience was that they trusted the school 
with their child. As expressed by Melody, “You know because of the teacher and the school and 
stuff like that, so, it’s a little more now, I guess I can go to work now and have a little more mind 
settled…” Of note, two parents reported that due to their positive experiences at the school, 
despite having moved out of district, chose to keep their children at Borough’s Future, feeling 
the commute was worth it. 
For parents that had negative experiences with the school and/or especially with office 
staff, this resulted negatively on the efforts these parents made toward partnership. For example, 
in regards to ineffective direct communication and/or dissemination, one parent reported that 
some families do not attend meetings because they do not know about them or due to ill 
treatment by the office staff. In regards to the office staff, another parent concurred, voicing not 
volunteering to help in the running of school-wide activities because of not feeling welcomed. 
Finally, due to feeling large meetings were not well facilitated, one parent discussed how she felt 
individual voices get lost in the meeting resulting in, for her, a choice to not share concerns, 
ideas, and/or opinions. Of note, none of these parents fully stopped engaging or working towards 
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relationship or partnership whether with the school as an entity, with the principal, and/or their 
child’s teacher.  
For the two parents that had a negative experience with teachers in the after-school 
program, the impact was a break of relationship as well as in efforts towards partnership. For the 
parent that was upset how her child was reprimanded, she discussed how in the moment of the 
incident she did not voice her upset because she was so angry and knew she would not be 
respectful or appropriate. Once she had calmed down, she decided not to address it, as her child 
was not in the program. The experience left her leery of the teacher. In the second incidence 
where the teacher was unsupportive of her upset child, saying she was kicked out of the program, 
the parent did not speak to the teacher because it was “not even worth it.” The teacher ultimately 
came to her and said the child could return. The parent decided against this both because her 
daughter did not want to go back and because, due to the experience, she did not trust the teacher 
with her child.  
Dimension 3: Parent-Principal 
 Hoover-Dempsey, et al. (2005) has noted the importance of a principal’s role within 
family-school partnership; they are responsible for setting the tone and culture of the school. If 
they communicate and demonstrate through programming, voiced expectations of staff, and 
personal behaviors and actions, that inclusive and respectful family-school partnership is a 
priority, a school environment that fosters and cultivates fruitful partnerships is made possible. 
The study findings support this contention. Viewed within the relationship of the parent and 
principal, as illustrated in Table 6, family-school partnership here is best understood through four 
themes: 1) Parent Expectation and Need of Principal; 2) Parent Belief and Experience of 
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Principal; 3) How Parent Belief and Experience of Principal is Manifest, Developed, Fostered 
and Nurtured; and 4) Impact of Parent Belief and Experience of Principal.  
Table 6 
 






Theme 1 Parent expectation and need of principal 
Theme 2 Parent belief and experience of principal 
Theme 3 How parent belief and experience of principal is manifest, developed, 
fostered, and nurtured 
Theme 4 Impact of parent belief and experience of principal 
 
Theme 1: Parent expectation and need of principal. The parents at Borough’s Future 
voiced a need and expectation for a school principal to create a positive school culture that was 
open, accepting, and supportive of all students and families. Further, they believed a principal 
needed to bring in good programming, get to know and interact with parents and families, and 
overall, have their “heart” in the school. As will be presented below, the overwhelming majority 
of the parents in this study directly stated or implied through their stories that the Borough’s 
Future principal, Ms. Robinson, does just this.  
Theme 2: Parent belief and experience of principal. When speaking about Ms. 
Robinson, many parents talked about their belief in her. Specifically, half the parents spoke to 
having an unspecified belief in her, half said she cared for all students and goes out of her way to 
support them as well as their families, a few spoke to how she sets a “mood and standard for all 
that is positive” in the school, and one spoke to how she helped keep the school safe. In addition, 
several parents talked about how Ms. Robinson, although not from the community, embraced the 
neighborhood and the families in the school as her own. Further, many parents spoke to how she 
was proactive within her work, and how her actions and behaviors made it clear to them that 
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being principal for her is “not just a job,” that her “heart” was in the school, and that through this 
she sets an expectation and tone for the teachers to embrace their jobs similarly. Powerfully, in 
some of the parents’ words: 
• Melody: Miss Robinson is a principal that I’ve never met before…  
…You see her care for our children. It’s not just a job. You see that she will, 
she, she cares what she does. She loves, she like what she’s doing. That’s the 
only way I can believe she’s doing all this stuff for us.   
• Latesha: …I’ve seen Miss Robinson chase a child so he doesn’t go out the 
street. It’s, it’s, it seems like she cares, you know. That she wants these kids to 
want more, and that’s very important. I really appreciate that. For the 
neighborhood, yeah. She’s good with that. I’ve seen that she’s, she’s, she 
cares about these children and it’s a breath of fresh air, for me, you know.  
… I know Miss Robinson don’t live here either. But you can feel, she, she, 
she grounded herself here. This is her.  
• Jacob: And from what I see, um, from what I see, Miss Robinson, she cares 
about the school, um, you know, she care about the students and stuff like 
that, and um, um. …But you know, seeing the kind of person she is, I can tell 
that she’s um, she’s passionate about what she does and stuff like that.    
In addition to the tone she sets, many parents spoke to how Ms. Robinson personally 
sought to engage and partner with parents and families. A few spoke about how she was 
accessible and/or receptive as well as that she actively sought to engage and/or support them and 
their families. As noted by Kenya: 
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Like I said, I know Miss Robinson normally tries to reach out to families to help 
the children, um… you know, I think she’s very good with that, you know. When 
a principal knows like pretty much all her kids’ name, I don’t believe there is one 
child in this – especially the children that’s been with her for the last two years – I 
don’t think there’s a child that she doesn’t know, which I think is really, I think 
that’s an awesome thing for a principal to know her children like that. And Miss 
Robinson does that. You know sometimes I’m like, wow, how does Miss 
Robinson keep up with remembering all these kids’ names. 
Samuel had a similar view, saying: 
…I see the principal, she knows, looks like every student by name. …It gives me 
a positive message that she shows concern. She relates to the parents. When she 
sees me – Good morning Mr. Williams (last name pseudonym), you know. I say 
good morning Miss Robinson, or good afternoon. And ah, she doesn’t shy away.  
Other parents as well spoke to how they noted her greeting everyone, and doing so, particularly 
the children, by name. In addition, one parent said she was an effective listener, acknowledging 
feelings, and was a calming influence when the parent was upset and/or angry. Further, another 
parent voiced that she was respectful and not condescending. Another reported that she followed 
up her words with actions.  
Despite the overwhelmingly positive views and experiences of the principal, as in any 
school, not all parents spoke positively about her. A few parents believed Ms. Robinson was not 
equally receptive and/or does not do all she can or should to get to know and engage all parents. 
Rather, they felt she only does so with parents she felt comfortable with and whom she thought 
wouldn’t “go off.” In particular, one felt she treated her job “just as a job” and that the things she 
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did do for and/or at the school she only did because she “has” to, not because her “heart” is in it. 
Further, this parent felt, in a way, personally rejected by the principal, voicing that her “hello’s” 
to the principal were not returned. To note, this parent’s view of the principal is by far the most 
negative. Also to note, this parent would like to work at the school after she finishes her 
education. 
Theme 3: How parent belief and experience of principal is manifest, developed, 
fostered and nurtured. Positive parent belief and experience of the principal is developed and 
fostered through the positive leadership of the principal and effective parent-principal 
partnership. The parents spoke of two main areas utilized that manifest these results: 
programming and principal led engagement, accessibility, and support. In regards to 
programming, her partnering with “Make a Wish” one holiday season so all students were able to 
ask for and receive one gift during the school holiday party was noted as a school-wide 
community building event she initiated. Further, parents noted she brought in enrichment 
programming to the school, after school, and during summer months that many families could 
not otherwise afford. Finally, parents also noted the powerful importance of her bringing in 
Future Dreams Partnership to provide holistic support to students and families.   
In regards to the constructive building of relationship and partnership, for parents with a 
positive belief and experience of Ms. Robinson, perhaps most significant were her efforts to 
greet and say hello to everyone in the mornings and/or in the afternoons at drop-off and/or pick-
up, as well as at school-wide events, and how she did so by name, particularly with the children. 
Further, a few parents spoke to how she reached out to families to try to have them volunteer at 
the school, as well as to advise them of meetings and events. In addition, she holds a “principal 
breakfast” where parents are served breakfast and they were able to talk with her about whatever 
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they chose. In addition, a few parents spoke about how Ms. Robinson made herself available and 
accessible to them, both in person and by phone, and a few voiced that she was open, “hears,” 
and receptive to parent perspectives and/or ideas. Finally, another way parents’ belief and 
experience of the principal manifested and was developed was through their observation of and 
interaction with her. For example, Sheryl, in speaking to the understanding she had as to why 
Ms. Robinson does not always have an open door policy and/or was not always in her office, 
said: 
Miss Robinson is in the classroom reading with the kids, and if I didn’t come here 
and see that I wouldn’t know that. I’m walkin’ by and I see Miss Robinson sittin’ 
in the classroom – like, whatcha doin’ in the classroom? She doing, ‘okay, so, I’m 
99 years old.’ Here, this, the kids, when it’s her birthday, ‘Miss Robinson is 100 
years old, did you know that?! Oh my g-d, she look, she look good, she look 
good, cause she old, she does look good.’ I’m like, okay, what is Miss Robinson 
doin’ to these kids? But, she makes the effort to go in the classroom to see what is 
going on within the room. She sees like, if there’s something going wrong with 
what’s going on in the classroom, if there’s a certain child that’s misbehaving, if 
the work isn’t up to her standards, and we’ll know these things. Only because I 
walk around and listen, so, I’ll know these things. But I’ve seen, I’ve seen her do 
a lot. She’s never in her office when you want her to be in her office. They have 
to hunt her down. If she’s in a meetin’, she’s in a lot of meetings. She’s in a lot of 
workshops that she has to go to. She’s the principal. According to her, there’s 
always something you can improve upon, upon yourself as being the principal or 
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whatever. So, I have to go to these workshops. Which, lookin’ at her like, okay 
girl, you crazy, but you go. I can’t say it, but, that’s how I feel.   
In concert with the role the principal played in fostering and developing relationship and 
partnership with the parent, the parent played a role in the relationship as well. In addition, to 
being receptive to her efforts towards partnership, they also reciprocated by attending events and 
meetings, greeting her, and reaching out to connect one-on-one. Further, in respecting Ms. 
Robinson’s time, one said he would never stop by unannounced because he knew she was busy, 
another said she does her “homework” before presenting ideas to ensure they are plausible, and 
another said she does not “burden” the principal with issues/problems that were out of her 
control, such as Common Core, as she knows the principal already had “a lot on her plate.” 
Finally, parents held and respected her authority in her role as principal. For example, one parent 
who had a strong belief in the need for and power of the voice of parents in schools, respected 
that the principal was the ultimate authority in any decision-making.   
In regards to parents’ negative belief and/or experience of Ms. Robinson, this appeared to 
manifest and be cultivated mostly within her personal interactions, or lack thereof, with them. 
For example, Ms. Robinson not saying hello and/or if doing so, not using a parent’s name, was 
most cited as a source for a negative experience. In addition, if/when a parent had a concern and 
the principal was not readily available, that similarly fostered a negative belief and experience of 
her.  
Theme 4: Impact of parent belief and experience of principal. The impact of parents’ 
positive experience of the principal was seen in the affirmative view of and belief in her that they 
held, exemplified in many of the quotes included above. In addition, there appeared to be some 
overlap with their relationship to the school as a whole, impacting their desire to not only be 
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involved and to partner with her, but also with the school. Further, the positive beliefs and 
experiences resulted in the principal being held as an area of personal and/or familial support, at 
times resulting in parents personally reaching out to her to talk, check-in, and/or to access 
resources. Finally, as noted in Theme 2: Parent – School, two parents have chosen to keep their 
children at Borough’s Future because of their experience of and belief in the school, and 
particularly of and in the principal. 
As noted however, not all beliefs and experiences of the principal were positive. These 
negative experiences impact parents’ desire for relationship and/or partnership; or, if in 
relationship and/or partnership, it negatively impacted the quality of it. For example, in regards 
to adverse impact in desire for relationship and partnership, the parent that experienced the 
principal as not saying hello to her, felt personally offended. As a result, she lacked a desire to 
engage with or partner with the school at large. Further, because she felt unwelcomed, she did 
not reach out to the principal about any concerns or feelings she had about the larger school 
community. Finally, two parents that did engage in relationship and partnership with Ms. 
Robinson by attending principal-led meetings reported they do not fully share their opinions 
and/or concerns due to poorly facilitated meetings. This is another example of how the quality of 
relationship and partnership was adversely impacted by negative experience. However, both 
parents voiced that part of the reason they did not share was because they did not want to be 
misunderstood within their constructive criticism. As will be discussed further in the next 
chapter, this speaks to the powerful impact of school leadership and the overall ripple effect of 
their relationships with parents not only their individual relationship and partnership, but within 
the school itself.   
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Dimension 4: Parent-Teacher 
In all the spheres of relationship that play a role within family-school partnership, the 
study findings reveal that the one between parent and teacher was most significant at Borough’s 
Future. As illustrated in Table 7 and presented below, this is best understood through the framing 
of four themes: 1) Parent Expectation and Need of Teacher; 2) Parent Belief and Experience of 
Teacher; 3) How Parent Belief and Experience of Teacher is Manifest, Developed, Fostered, and 
Nurtured; and 4) Impact of Parent Belief and Experience of Teacher. In addition to these four 
themes, a fifth theme revealed itself during interviews – Looping. Although looping can be seen 
as a strategy that effectively developed, fostered, and nurtured the partnership relationship 
between the parent and the teacher, as will be discussed, it was a distinct and powerful strategy, 
unique to Borough’s Future in the way it was implemented. Therefore, I have separated it into its 
own theme, Theme 5: Looping, in order to best speak to and highlight its impact within the 
partnership relationship.  
Table 7 
 






Theme 1 Parent expectation and need of teacher 
Theme 2 Parent belief and experience of teacher 
Theme 3 How parent belief and experience of school and school support staff is 
manifest, developed, fostered, and nurtured 
Theme 4 Impact of parent belief and experience of teacher 
Theme 5 Looping 
 
Theme 1: Parent expectation and need of teacher. When the parents interviewed spoke 
of their expectations of the teacher in regards to their partnership with them, first and foremost 
they voiced that they expected the teacher to communicate with them about their child’s 
academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and development. Further, parents voiced 
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their expectation and belief in the shared parent-teacher role in their child’s education. As 
expressed by Samuel in talking about the family role and teacher role in supporting his 
daughter’s strengths: 
…I would say, again, but from my experience, it would 50-50 all the way. Once I 
know what, what’s needed and what’s necessary, I will assist my kids, aid them in 
any way I can, and if there’s a problem that was, that I can’t do, then I wouldn’t 
feel ah, any hesitation to come to the school and ask ah, for help from one of the 
teachers or they’re, they’re, like I said, I go buy the same books that they learn 
from and ah, I don’t have the curriculum but at least I know what page they are 
on. So it’s a little easier and ah, in the back of the books they have a quiz or test 
that I can give them. I test my kids at home, so, I want to know what they capable 
of doing, as well as the teachers.  
He further communicated this belief and expectation in talking about her struggles:  
Again, I feel that it’s both. Again, I would say 50-50. Because ah, the school has 
them for six hours a day and you have them for the rest of the time, and you 
know, subtracting their sleep time, so, it’s incumbent on you as a parent to make 
sure that they’re doing what’s best in school for themselves as well as their 
classmates, you know. As far as their learning and their behavior. Because your 
disruptive child is messing it up for everyone else at school.  
In addition to parents’ expectations of teachers in regards to family-school partnership, 
they also held expectations around their teaching and support of their child. Specifically, parents 
expected teachers to support the “whole” child, effectively teaching core academic subjects, 
providing discipline, and guiding and supporting them academically, behaviorally, and socio-
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emotionally. Within this, there was an expectation that the teacher would take their job seriously 
and care. As Latesha voiced when speaking about teachers reactions regarding kids and 
standardized test taking: 
If you have a class of twenty-five students and only one can pass a test, it should 
affect you. That’s how I feel. You can’t show up here everyday. This is not, this is 
not a hang out spot. This is place where we’re grooming, um, the, the young 
generation for the future, so don’t say it doesn’t effect you.   
In addition, some parents voiced their expectation that the teacher would not “teach to the test” 
referring to standardized testing, and one parent reported her expectation that the teacher focus 
on teaching and not health related issues that were not in their purview. Finally, within this, 
parents spoke to an expectation that teachers would see and care for children as a whole person, 
appreciating that they have life circumstances outside the school. As Nyla put forth: 
…the key thing is to have an understanding with the child or the children, 
knowing, you know, understanding them. You have to understand them, not just, 
okay, this person, this child, she keep on that, he keep on doing that and 
misbehaving and stuff like that. Sometimes you have to understand, because 
everybody doesn’t come from a sweet home, you know. You have to understand 
the children and, you know, just get to know them more and like, and be able to 
talk to them in a way that can, you know, that they can trust to tell you anything 
or stuff that’s going on…  
Theme 2: Parent belief and experience of teacher. All parents in this study believed 
and experienced their child’s teacher to be meeting the above noted expectations in one or more 
areas. For example, the majority of parents spoke to how the teacher was accessible, available, 
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and receptive to partnership. As noted by Samuel, “I find the teachers… they’re very proactive 
with the family as to helping and aiding their children.” Further, a majority spoke to how the 
teachers were doing all they could to support students, using effective teaching strategies that 
nurtured and developed their child, and the class as whole, academically, behaviorally, and 
socio-emotionally. One example of this was demonstrated in Melody’s story about how her son’s 
teacher handled his being upset.  
Brian’s teacher called me, my 3rd-grader, and I didn’t even know he was thinking 
about it (a death in the family) and he was crying and she didn’t know what was 
going on and I had to let her know what had happened and she said, okay. And 
you know, she was working him a little different, and took him out and just, you 
know, gave him a little quiet time with him and her, and stuff like that, and was 
talking to him about it. So, that’s what they show you in here, you know.  
Tamera, whose son has special needs, also spoke to all that the teachers did.  
They’re, they’re very nice and they, they help us. They, they really, ever since 
we’ve been here, they’ve been doin’ their best to help Kevin. Because my son, he, 
he came a looooong way. Special education and delays and him walking and you 
know, there was a time when you know, he could barely walk up the steps and his 
motor skills were very weak, and they helped him. They helped him a lot. …You 
know, they help him with his education and you know, like if we have issues with 
our lateness, they help him with breakfast, you know, gettin’ him something to 
eat, and, you know, teaching them.  
Jacob also spoke to his evidence of the teacher’s good work – academic growth.  
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He’s improving with his reading. He’s improve with his writing, you know, um, 
very much improved. Before his writing was, you know, he’s improved. And he’s 
reading much better. The teachers are doing a great job to me, you know, um, you 
know. If they didn’t, I wouldn’t see that improvement with Lawrence.  
Finally, within this, parents noted that teachers appeared to be invested in their children and 
passionate about their work. This feeling was exemplified in Samuel’s words: 
…I see how they respond to the kids and how they react to the kids, and it seems 
like, yes, it is a passion with them. …Because they immediately, they’re on top of 
things… when something happens. …the teacher here, they seem like yes, it’s a 
passion for them. It’s a passion for them. And they react quickly. It’s not like 
they’re in la la land and the kids off doing whatever they’re doing and oh, this, 
this, be quiet and leave me alone, you know. That doesn’t happen. At least from 
my observation.  
While all the parents spoke of positive experiences of their child’s teacher, not all 
experiences had been positive. Four parents spoke of incidences where they were unhappy with 
or in an experience. In one, the parent was upset because she felt the teacher was upset with her 
after she went to her with a concern that her child was not being academically challenged or 
pushed enough. This resulted in the teacher giving the child excessive amounts of homework, 
which the parent felt was a retaliation against the parent through the child. In the other 
incidences in which parents experienced a discord with the teacher, the shared theme was anger, 
disappointment, and/or upset within a communication exchange, or lack thereof. For example, 
one teacher did not inform a parent that her child was being bullied; another did not inform that 
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her child’s grade promotion was at risk; and another spoke to the parent in public where others 
could overhear about a personal health matter regarding the child.  
Theme 3: How parent belief and experience of teacher is manifest, developed, 
fostered, and nurtured. The positive beliefs and experiences described above set the backdrop 
for an understanding of how parents’ positive belief and experience of the teacher was manifest, 
developed, fostered, and nurtured. As seen through the active role both parent and teacher 
played, it was through relationship and partnership. Focusing first on the teacher’s role, every 
parent in this study reported that their child’s teacher communicated with them about their 
child’s strengths and struggles across all areas, worked together with them to address any issues 
and/or concerns, and in doing so promoted their child’s positive functioning and development 
academically, behaviorally, and socio-emotionally. All parents reported that this communication 
occurred during scheduled and non-scheduled times, either during formal meetings, on the 
telephone, and/or via text. Sheryl talked in depth about this:  
Um, when we have parents, what do you call them? Um, like the open house, 
come speak to the teachers, they will have math night or somethin’ like that, to 
come up and reach out, for the parents to come up and sit down and discuss with 
them what, whatever is going on. If the parent does not have the time at that date, 
they can call and make an appointment to come and speak to them. I’ve done it 
because I was busy and Miss Turner and Miss Shapiro made the time, like, 9:00 
in the morning in a room just by ourselves just to have a conversation about what 
was going on with Marcus. And, I felt good about that as a parent, because a lot of 
schools don’t do that.…I get a phone call home too, if there’s stuff goin’ on that 
I’m not aware of, which is very unlikely. I pick her (daughter in another grade) up 
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everyday, or pick up Marcus, and ask, how was he in school today? Stuff like 
that. He’s fine, he just needs to focus more. And he’s standin’ right there, he’s 
lookin’ down and not focusin’. I’m like, all right, we’ll work on that. So, they 
give you opportunity to reach out and they reach out to you if they need to. But 
they don’t wait until like, the last minute if something is going awry to discuss 
anything with you. You know about it in advance or something.  
Finally, many parents reported that the teacher, in addition to supporting their child, supported 
them as well, providing guidance and/or resource so they were best able to academically support 
their child at home. Sometimes this support occurred during individual exchanges before, during, 
and/or after school, including evenings and weekends, and other times during workshops and/or 
meetings.  
As has been noted, partnership is a two-way interaction. The parents have a role as well. 
All the parents in this study reported that they attend family-teacher conferences. In addition, 
many discussed how they have reached out to the teacher to partner, whether to advise the 
teacher of their expectations and/or needs within their working relationship, to discuss and/or 
inquire about their child’s functioning, to discuss and/or inquire about their child’s needs, and/or 
to ask the teacher for support and/or to follow-up on a reported specific struggle their child is 
having. Further, for the four parents that discussed having a negative experience with their 
child’s teacher, all of them also discussed how they follow-up and/or reached out to the teacher 
about their upset. In doing so, all of them were ultimately able to come to a positive resolution 
and understanding with the teacher. Finally, a few parents also discussed how they went on class 
trips to provide support to the teacher and class and/or how they inquired to learn other ways 
they could be of help and support.  
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The actions and behaviors of the teachers and parents described above largely evidence 
how their relationship and partnership was manifested and developed. What it does not fully 
speak to is how these partnerships were fostered and nurtured. One way this was accomplished 
was through an array of strategies and taken opportunities for shared communication. The most 
widely used was the time during student drop-off and pick-up for impromptu and informal 
conversation, connection, reporting, and/or problem solving. Two parents discussed that this 
could prove difficult at times as the teacher needed to watch and monitor the children at the same 
time as they were talking, but that this time period was nonetheless widely used. In addition to 
the use of drop-off and pick-up, when a child was struggling, teachers reached out to parents to 
request to talk and/or meet by putting a note in the child’s backpack, calling and/or texting the 
parent, and/or mailing them a letter. As already noted, parents reported that teachers gave them 
their personal cell phone numbers so they could call or text during non-school hours. Formal 
times initiated by the teacher for communication and partnership with the parent included parent-
teacher conferences, IEP team meetings, and a class breakfast with the teacher.   
In concert with the strategies noted above, the parent-teacher partnership was also 
fostered and nurtured through a mutuality and respect within the parent-teacher relationship, as 
well as a shared view of roles each should take within the child’s education. For example, as 
exemplified in Samuel’s quote in Theme 1: Parent Expectation of Teacher, all parents 
interviewed discussed how there was a mutually held and active belief that it was both the 
teacher’s and the parent’s responsibility, together, to support the child’s functioning at school. As 
Jacob said, “They (teachers) can’t do it all. You know, um, Miss Burns and them, they can’t do it 
all. Teachers can’t do it all. You know, the parents have to do something, you now, also, you 
know.” Further, this contention was made known to and modeled for the child. Finally, within 
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this, the parent and the teacher held a shared understanding of the child. All this cultivated a 
sense for parents that they and the teacher were “in it together.”  
As per the parents interviewed, another way the parent-teacher relationship and 
partnership was nurtured was through the teacher’s accessibility, availability, and receptiveness 
to the parent reaching out to partner, ask questions, and/or voice concerns. In doing so, the 
teacher fostered for the parent a sense of trust and respect within their relationship. In addition, a 
few parents noted how the teacher supporting the parent’s ideals and beliefs when working with 
their child meant a lot to them. In doing so, the parent felt seen, respected, and supported. 
Finally, one parent spoke to how she trusted the teacher because she does what she said she 
would do, “it’s not just lip service.”  
The parents also play a role within the development of a parent-teacher relationship and 
partnership that is founded in mutuality and respect. A few parents discussed ways in which they 
supported the authority of the teacher in their communications with their child as well as steps 
they took to support classroom behavior management at home. A few parents also reported that 
they offered support to the teacher, asking if there was anything they could do and/or classroom 
supplies they could donate. Further, one parent talked about seeking to be mindful of the 
teacher’s time when reaching out to speak with her. Another talked about working to be mindful 
of her own communication style when she was upset, and apologizing if needed if she felt she 
was not as respectful as she should or could be. Finally, although they did not say this directly, 
one can infer that for the four parents who had a negative experience with a teacher, the fact that 
they reached out to follow-up and address that experience, demonstrated a mutuality and respect 
of and in the relationship. 
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Lastly, in addition to the above, another way parents fostered and nurtured their 
relationship and partnership with teachers, was by actively, both privately and publically, 
appreciating them. As described by Kenya: 
If it’s Christmas, normally I always do (give a card) because I feel teachers are the 
teachers – teachers are, this is just my personal thing as a parent – teachers are 
with your children more than you are. They’re with them more hours in the day 
than you are. You get them at 3:00, they go home, you have them maybe another 
four hours, you know, and then they go to bed. You hope (laughing). The teacher 
has them from 8:30 in the morning til, you know, almost 3:00. That’s more hours 
than you have them for the day. So I always feel that, you know, if, if, whatever 
you can do for the teacher to just say, you know, I really appreciate your service, I 
really appreciate you being there every day teaching my child. You know, so, you 
know normally Christmas, whether it’s Christmas or Valentine, or, anything, I 
normally make sure, you know. I give them a little token or, you know, when I 
was on the PTA Board, we did, I made sure we did like, luncheons for them. You 
know, we did ceremonies where we, you know, celebrated them. So I’ve always 
normally made sure that my child’s teacher knows that I appreciate what you do.  
This desire to show thanks and appreciation stemmed from the quality of relationship that had 
been borne between parent and teacher, and from all that the teacher did for the parent’s child. 
Melody explains: 
You know, they make you want to do that for them. You know what I’m saying? I 
never bought a teacher nothing throughout (laughs). And maybe it was wrong, but 
I just never felt like that (in the past at other schools). I always felt that it was 
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their job and this is what they did and they really didn’t like our kids and stuff like 
that, but this, they (teachers at Borough’s Future) just make you want to do extra 
things for them, you know.  
Theme 4: Impact of parent belief and experience of teacher. The impact of the 
parents’ belief and experience of the teacher and the resulting quality of relationship and 
partnership was evident in their stories. Universally, the parents reported that they believed in the 
teacher and that she was someone who they felt was an area of support at the school and 
therefore someone they could reach to for partnership. One parent in particular spoke to how it 
was a “relief” knowing the teacher was approachable and that she would be respectful of him 
within their interactions. Further, a few spoke to how they felt the teacher had a “passion” for 
teaching, that it was not “just a job.” They know this because they saw and experienced the 
teacher to be attentive, engaged, on top of things, and going above and beyond in her teaching of 
the child and in her relationship with the parent. Further, many parents discussed how this 
constructive partnership left them feeling confident to step back and entrust their child with her, 
knowing they are well taken care of and safe. For example, Aisha said: 
…them (her children) coming here makes me get up in the morning. I feel that 
they are safe, they are with the best teachers, they have their wellbeing at heart. 
Every teacher. Even teachers that don’t – everyone in this building I really feel. 
So that helps me with getting them here on time and being happy and cordial. 
When you walk in the building everyone is like, ‘Good morning, good morning!’ 
How can you – even if I’m in a bad mood – ‘Good morning! Hey, how you 
doin’?’ You can’t help but turn up a smile… 
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Finally, for the parents that had negative incidences with their child’s teacher, it appears 
that the history of other positive experience and relationship with and at the school served as a 
protective factor for the parent-teacher partnership. In addition, within this, it appears that the 
fostered good feeling allowed parents to hold that teachers make mistakes too, and can grow 
from them, and they need to allow them space within this. As Layla expressed, “I feel like 
sometime you have to allow people to change, or you have to allow people to see where they’re 
going wrong instead of just reprimanding them like, like right away…” In addition, as a parent 
noted, this building of relationship through obstacles also has a positive impact on children; in 
witnessing the open communication between parent and teacher, the child grew more 
comfortable with the teacher and in the class. However, it is important to note that one parent, 
although coming to a resolution with the teacher, including experiencing improved 
communication afterwards, voiced that she did not fully express to the teacher how upset she was 
because she did not want to jeopardize the child-teacher relationship, including the teacher’s 
treatment of her child. 
Theme 5: Looping. As has been mentioned, Borough’s Future used what is called 
looping for all its classes. In the looping approach, a class of students remains with the same 
teacher for consecutive years. Typically, this is for a two-year period. At Borough’s Future 
however, students, with a few exceptions, stay with the same teacher from Kindergarten through 
the 5th-grade, the entire time they are at the school. All but one parent spoke about looping in 
their interview; of note, the one parent that did not, their child only began attending Borough’s 
Future in the same academic year that the interview took place. The eleven parents that did speak 
to it, reported having positive feelings. From their telling, this unique approach was a strong 
force in support of building, fostering, and nurturing strong family-teacher partnerships. Further, 
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as per the parents, it fostered best outcomes for their children. This is best seen and understood 
through some of their own words:  
• Kenya: You know the looping school I think is a better option because when 
your child is with a teacher, that teacher gets to know their weakness, their 
strengths, she knows what this child needs more help with. You know, he 
passes on to another teacher in September then the new teacher have to try to 
figure it out all over again what these children need and who needs what. So 
when it’s the same teacher, that teacher already knows. She already knows 
when they get to the next what she needs to work on, whereas a new teacher 
has to, you know, she has to figure these kids out. She has to learn what is 
their weakness, what are their strengths, when the teacher, the previous 
teacher already knows that, you know. So I think, for Zion, the loop, that the 
teacher can, you know, can go with them to the next grade, I think for him it 
does work because he’s more with his teacher, he’s very open with them, you 
know, and I find that he’s, since he’s been with Miss Burns he’s improved a 
lot, you know. 
• Tamera: I feel like they know – my son, Kevin been here since, I think it was 
Kindergarten. And he’s you know, 4th grade now. And so we’ve been here for 
awhile. Like this is, it’s, this is my family. This is why I wake up and take my 
children to school. This is, this is our family, and I, I feel comfortable with it. 
And I like the fact that they have the same teacher because the teacher know 
them, you know, a little bit. They work with them from year in year, and I, I 
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feel comfortable because, you know, they know the child, they know how to 
deal with the child instead of someone new and they gotta used to.  
• Samuel: The teachers know the students a lot better… But so far it seem to be 
effective as far as the learning because I guess they already know who needs 
what and to treat each individual child so. She, Vanessa… it was always 
worried about who’s my new teacher gonna be. Now that know it’s Miss 
Turner, it’s not a problem. She comes home, she’s happy… 
• Nyla: It’s a really development and growing situation… …it’s like a family 
thing. I feel like it’s you know, like, when he’s with her it’s like she’s the 
parent and he’s the child because she goes through the same thing I go 
through with him you know. And she would tell me about him, you know, and 
we sometimes laugh and stuff and like, yeah, well, that’s him. And she’ll be 
like yeah, it’s like we both, we know him, like she has him too. …(And) like, 
I see their whole class, they’re a family too. Like, they’re all together, the 
same students, maybe you have two or three new students, but it’s all the 
same, and they just have this bond. I really like it.  
• Layla: And it’s like, after awhile when you’ve had them so long, it’s like they 
become like a distant member of your family (laughs). …And, they get to 
know you like you get to know them. …(and) I felt good. I felt good. Cause, 
you know, you leave your child with the teacher for a certain number of hours 
a week, you feel good leavin’ them with some, somebody you can trust.  
• …And, like, they be like, like I said, they become like a part of you after a 
while. You know, you get to know them, they become a part of your family.  
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 As laid bare in the quotes above, looping resulted in the parent and the teacher knowing 
each other better, thus fostering and nurturing the parent-teacher relationship and partnership. 
Further, with this deepening of relationship, both began to know each other on a more personal 
level, with the teacher becoming like another parent to the child, and like a part of the family. 
Further, in regards to child functioning, as described by the parents, looping resulted in the 
teacher knowing the child better and visa versa. In this way, with each successive year, the 
teacher increasingly knew the child’s strengths and struggles, and how to best support them. 
Further, it supported the child’s overall comfort level with and trust of the teacher, thus also 
effectively supporting their learning and overall functioning in the classroom. In addition, 
looping supported the children’s relationships with other students in their class, creating a bond 
for the class as a whole. Finally, because of looping, many children were not anxious before the 
start of each new school year. Of note, within this, the eleven parents that spoke positively about 
looping did so irrespective if they also had negative experiences in their working relationship 
with the teacher.  
It is important to note that two parents, though highly positive about looping, expressed 
some concerns. One voiced that they would not feel so good about it if their child had a “bad 
teacher.” The other voiced some concern about whether or not the experience of looping would 
make the transition to middle school, and different teachers each year, more difficult. However, 
they added that the children would be older so more emotionally ready for this change, and that, 
even if it did prove to make it an initial struggle, the benefits garnered from looping far 
outweighed any concern.  
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Summary  
In summary, the study findings in this chapter revealed that in seeking to strengthen 
family-school partnerships, we must hold that there are four separate spheres of relationship 
impacting this partnership – parent-child, parent-school, parent-principal, and parent-teacher. 
Within the relationship between parent and child, this study’s findings support existing literature 
that holds that parents play a crucial role in their child’s education not only through their 
relationship with and at the school, but also with their child at home. Further, within the spheres 
of relationship with and within the school, this study’s findings support literature that contends 
that parents’ experiencing being treated with respect and trust by school educators is vital for 
effective engagement, ongoing relationship, and partnership. Within this, their voices highlighted 
how open and consistent two-way communication is paramount. They also pointed to how 
important it is for parents to feel that school leadership and teachers “had their heart” in the job. 
For the study parents interviewed, this “heart” was demonstrated through educators’ words and 
actions that communicated parents and children were truly respected and cared for. Finally, this 
study’s findings build upon existing literature by pointing to a successful relationship and 
partnership building strategy uniquely utilized at Borough’s Future – looping. As will be 
presented in the following chapter, these relationships within family-school partnership did not 
stand on their own. Rather, they were influenced by four additional dimensional factors.  
Discussion of Findings 
The stories shared by the parents interviewed revealed four dimensions of relationship 
within their family school partnerships at Borough’s Future – that of parent and child, parent and 
school, parent and principal, and parent and teacher. All four dimensions were independent 
relationships that at times overlapped and intertwined. Within these four relationships, there were 
 
   
136 
both distinct and shared threads of beliefs, needs, and/or experiences between them. By 
unpacking our understanding of these four relationships, through the lens of the parent voice of 
experience, we were afforded insight into what promoted and impeded the building of 
relationships in pursuit of effective family-school partnership at Borough’s Future. In doing so, 
as will be discussed in Chapter 8, implications for practice and future research with the aim 
towards improving family-school partnerships with low-income Black families are revealed. In 
addition, ideas for enhancing currently used family-school partnership models and frameworks 
are supported.  
Dimension 1: Parent-Child 
Expectation and culture around education. As noted by Hoover-Dempsey, et al. 
(2005), and others (Auerbach, 2007; Mapp, 2003), in seeking to build effective family-school 
partnerships, we must first gain an understanding into why some parents choose or do not choose 
to partner with their child’s school. A component within this framework of understanding is how 
a parent sees and holds their role to be within their child’s education (Hoover-Demsey, et al., 
2005). As the findings reveal, one role the parents interviewed held for themselves was creating 
for their child a known expectation and culture around the importance of their schooling. In 
doing so, the parents directly refute the historical and present day narratives of many that 
contend that low-income Black parents do not care about nor are actively invested in their child’s 
education (Davies, 1988; Doucet 2008; Hicks, 2014; Liontos, 1992; Vicker, 1994). Rather, this 
study’s findings support Billingsley (1992) and others (Epstein, 1990; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; 
Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996) that have put forth that almost all parents, 
including but not limited to low-income Black parents, are actively vested in and care about 
supporting their children in their schooling. Further, the findings also support studies (Auerbach, 
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2007) that have put forth that part of the reason many low-income parents put such emphasis on 
their child’s education is because they want them to attend college, something they may not have 
done; in this way, parents seek for their child to have the ability to secure a future for themselves 
that does not include many of the same financial hardships that they, the parents, are currently 
experiencing. In addition, as also put forth by Edwards (1993) and Walker (1996), the study 
findings suggest that within their emphasis of the importance of education, parents marginalized 
due to race and/or ethnicity seek to convey to their children that, despite the racially pathologized 
messages their children receive consciously and/or unconsciously from others, they are 
worthwhile and have a capacity to succeed. As the study findings show, the parents interviewed 
communicated this to their children explicitly by telling them “education comes first” and 
implicitly by making known their expectations in regards their child’s behavior at school, both 
interpersonally and in respect to their learning, as well as for their homework. Finally, they also 
made this known by creating a connected link for their child between home and school.  
An important arena within family-school partnership: The home. In addition to 
showing how the parents in this study make known their expectations around schooling, the 
findings demonstrate how all the parents supported and promoted this expectation through their 
behavior within the home. Whether creating an active linkage between home and school by 
modeling a relationship and partnership with their child’s teacher, providing boundaries around 
the use of the television, computer, and/or video games, providing overall academic guidance 
and support, accessing and securing extra academic resources and materials, and/or in reviewing, 
guiding, and/or helping their child with their homework, all the parents interviewed spoke to how 
they actively sought to provide the support needed so their child was best able to succeed within 
the expectations they had set for them. Importantly, this was true for parents both within their 
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child’s strengths and struggles, whether academically, behaviorally, and/or socio-emotionally. 
As put forth by Auerbach (2001), too many models of family school partnership looking at 
activities that indicate parental involvement with schools only look at the activities taking place 
in the schools themselves. As such, they ignore a powerful and significant way many parents are 
in fact involved in their children’s education. This is particularly relevant for working parents 
whose schedule makes it difficult to be involved at school during regular school hours and/or 
parents that for various reasons do not feel welcomed in or by the school (Auerbach, 2001; 
Doucet, 2008; Mapp, 2003; Minke, et al., 2014). In concert with Auerbach (2001) the study 
findings argue that our frameworks for understanding parent involvement in children’s 
education, and therefore their involvement with schools, must include parents’ home-based 
behaviors and activities in addition to those that take place at the school itself. Further, as will be 
discussed more in Chapter 8, specific to the building of effective family-school partnership, the 
home-based parent “involvement” activities are for some families a form of family-school 
partnership, and for other families they are gateway activities for building fruitful relationship so 
effective family-school partnerships is made possible. 
Dimension 2: Parent-School 
What parents need and expect of schools. Just as schools have expectations and needs 
of and for parents, parents have expectations and needs of and for schools. As shown in the study 
findings, the parents at Borough’s Future held the expectation and need that in pursuit of 
promoting best outcomes for children, schools and educators would effectively teach, guide, and 
support students’ academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional growth and development. Further, 
akin to parents in Francis, et al.’s (2016) study, in doing so, parents put forth that the school 
would hold high expectations for their students within this. In addition, aligned with family-
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school based partnership literature (Swap, 1993), the parents put forth their belief that it was the 
job of schools and families to work together within this; as such, they expected schools and 
educators to communicate and partner with them in both their children’s strengths and struggles 
as appropriate. In addition, in support of school-linked and school-based literature (Henderson, 
Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; Swap, 1993), parents expected schools, if needed, to support 
families as well as their children; as noted by Layla, if parents aren’t 100%, they are not able to 
provide their children with the full support needed so they are best able to succeed and thrive at 
school. Finally, supporting the work of Frances, et al. (2016) that contend the importance of 
creating a school environment that is respectful and inclusive of all families, the study findings 
demonstrate that the parents interviewed held the expectation that schools will be welcoming, 
respectful, and nurturing for all families and children that attend. In addition, in concert with 
Morris (1999) and Walker (1996) who put forth the importance of schools authentically 
embracing the neighborhood and community they reside in, particularly those working with 
Black families, the parents at Borough’s Future voiced that they expected the school to do hold 
and have pride in their neighborhood, and the families in them, and to have their “heart” in the 
job.   
What effective family-school partnership looks and feels like. As the study findings 
show, the interviewed parents’ expectations of schools have largely been met at Borough’s 
Future. As a group they believed in and felt good about the school, including but not limited to 
it’s spirit and overall sense of community, ability to effectively educate and hold high 
expectations for all students, efforts towards providing holistic support to families in addition to 
children, and efforts towards ensuring the safety of students and larger school community. In 
addition, in particular to partnership, the parents believed Borough’s Future as a school entity 
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listened and was receptive to parent input, effectively communicated with parents, and reached 
out to families in efforts towards partnership. In addition to having their expectations largely met 
by the school as an entity, parents also had much of their expectations met by the school staff. As 
presented in the findings, parents discussed positive feelings and experiences of and with school 
staff, including but not limited to their being open and receptive within communications, an area 
of support, and passionate about their work. The impact of these experiences resulted in parents 
reciprocating the school’s staff efforts made towards relationship and partnership. This was 
evidenced in the parents and/or their children attending and participating in programming, 
meetings, workshops, and/or events. It was also evidenced in parents reaching out to school staff, 
and/or voicing that they would reach out if needed, for support and/or to communicate 
suggestions and/or concerns.  
How effective family-school partnerships is made possible. In pursuit of schools and 
educators working towards building productive relationships and partnerships with parents, the 
question remains, what did Borough’s Future as a school do, and what did their staff do, that 
manifested the positive beliefs and experiences of the parents interviewed resulting in the 
parents’ reciprocated efforts? Aligned with much of the literature on building effective family-
school partnerships (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007), Borough’s Future 
accomplished this by holding various community-building events as well as parent workshops 
and meetings throughout the school year. In addition, they provided holistic year-round school 
programming, partnered with an on-site family and student support program, used multi-prong 
strategies for direct communication and communication dissemination, and made efforts towards 
personal outreach to parents and families. Of great import, the programs and services, as well as 
the communication and outreach, was framed in respect and belief in both parent and child.   
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Obstacles and areas for improvement in building effective family-school 
partnerships. However, as can be expected, not all parents’ interviewed had their expectations 
and needs of and from Borough’s Future and their staff fully met. A few parents noted 
community building and support as well as communication and communication dissemination as 
needed areas for improvement. For example, speaking to Francis, et al. (2015) contention that it 
is important for schools to be inclusive of all families, a couple of parents put forth that more 
school-wide community-building activities and events were needed, particularly ones that more 
reflected and celebrated the array of cultures and ethnicities of families attending the school. In 
addition, supporting Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies (2007) who assert that some parents 
may not attend school functions due to their schedules, a few parents put forth that parent 
meetings and workshops needed to be held both in the mornings and in the evenings to better 
accommodate parents’ schedules, particularly those that work full-time. In addition, a few 
parents voiced the need for more timely communication about events, meetings and/or 
workshops as well as the need for the school website to be updated more regularly. These 
findings support Epstein and Salinas (2004) and Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, and Davies (2007) 
that note the importance of effective communication strategies in partnership building. Further, 
aligned with studies on group work (Yalom, 1995), a need for improved facilitation of large 
group meetings was noted. In this way, more parent voices would have the opportunity to be 
heard. Further, the school would more successfully provide detailed feedback to parents around 
the school’s thoughts and/or follow-up on suggestions made and/or concerns voiced at the 
meetings. These findings point to that, in all that a school may in fact be doing well, there is 
always room for improvement. In pursuit of this, and in pursuit of fostering and nurturing 
constructive relationship and partnership, schools should provide spaces and places for parents’ 
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feedback on experience and suggestions for improvement to be made (Henderson, Mapp, 
Johnson, & Davies, 2007). Within this, as noted by one parent interviewed, parents do not expect 
all ideas and suggestions and complaints to be resolved as they suggest; however, they would 
like to be kept in the information loop.  
 The study findings also speak to Fabricant and Fisher’s (2002) work on gateway 
relationships in organizations. In schools, security and office staffs are typically the first staff 
parents’ and families encounter when entering schools. Within this, office staff are usually the 
gatekeepers, either making space for or blocking parents’ ability to connect with school 
leadership, such as the principal (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007). The most noted 
area of negative experience for parents at Borough’s Future was in their interactions with office 
staff. Whether feeling the office staff were not invested in their job and therefore not invested in 
the families or their children, or in experiencing office staff as unwelcoming, unhelpful, rude, 
condescending, and/or prejudice, this left parents with a sense that the full school was not as 
welcoming, respectful, or as supportive as it could or should be. This was of particular note if a 
parent’s child was in crisis and the office staff seemingly blocked access to the principal. The 
resulting impact of these experiences was that parents either had a decreased desire to form 
relationship and/or partnership with the school and its staff and/or actively chose not to. As such, 
the findings point to the significant role school office staff hold as both conduits and/or 
impediments to the fostering of constructive family-school partnerships.  
Related, although not as significant a finding, a few parents had negative experiences 
with teaching staff working in the after-school program. This resulted in a break in relationship 
and partnership with those teaching staff. However, it did not adversely impact parents’ 
relationship or partnership with the larger school entity. Still, as after-school programs are an 
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important and needed resource for many families, this suggests that it is important for schools to 
think about and stay attuned to how parents’ and children’s experiences with after-school 
programming staff impact, either positively or negatively, their relationship and partnership with 
the after-school program and the school as an entity. 
 Finally, aligned with research that speaks to the effectiveness and ineffectiveness of some 
PTAs (Edwards, 1991), the findings show that the PTA at Borough’s Future is not a powerful 
force either in building or in impeding the building of family-school partnerships at the school. 
Some possible reasons given for this was low parent attendance, ineffective parent PTA 
leadership, and/or a lack of school leadership support of the PTA as evidenced by lack of a 
dedicated space.  
Dimension 3: Parent-Principal 
What parents need and expect of principals. Akin to how the parents interviewed 
communicated that they held expectations and needs of the school, the study findings show how 
parents also held expectations and needs of the school principal, Ms. Robinson. As no doubt all 
parents would voice, no matter their positionality or social location, the twelve parents 
interviewed articulated their need and expectation that Ms. Robinson would implement school 
programming that was enriching, varied, and supportive of the holistic functioning and 
development of both students and families. Further, they expected her to create, both by example 
and through her communicated expectations of staff, a positive school culture that was open, 
accepting, and supportive of all families and students, and one in which all staff had their “heart” 
in the school. As Hoover-Dempsey, et al. (2005) put forth, a principal, within their authority as 
the leader of the school, has the primary role in the creation of the overall school culture and 
climate. The parents interviewed at Borough’s Future were in complete agreement with this.  
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How effective parent-principal partnership is made possible: The role of the 
principal. The majority of parents interviewed felt Ms. Robinson was meeting, and at times 
exceeding, their needs and expectations of a principal. There is much literature that speaks to 
obstacles school leaders who are White can face when seeking to build relationships and 
partnerships with Black parents and families (Auerbach, 2007). As such, it is important to 
remind that Ms. Robinson is White. Therefore, this begs the question: what were her actions and 
behaviors that developed and fostered this positive belief and experience of the majority of 
parents interviewed? As communicated by them, it was through her leadership and active steps 
made towards relationship and partnership. For them, this was evidenced by her active presence 
in the school, one in which she was friendly, open, accessible, supportive, receptive, and 
respectful. It was also evidenced in how she conveyed her passion and dedication for and to the 
students, the families, and the larger school community. Together, this set a “mood and standard 
for all that is positive in the school.” Further, many parents interviewed felt that through Ms. 
Robinson’s partnering with Future Dreams, in addition to her instituting school programming, 
after-school and summer programming, conducting community-wide events, and personally 
reaching out to provide support to families as needed, demonstrated her willingness to do 
everything she could to support and promote the success of all students and families. Finally, the 
various ways Ms. Robinson personally sought to engage, build relationship, and partner with 
parents and families, particularly by her greeting parents and/or children by name, actively 
conveyed her respect of and for them.  
How effective parent-principal partnership is made possible: The role of the parent. 
Witner (2005) puts forth that positive relationships are the cornerstone of constructive 
partnerships. The study findings support this contention. Due to all of Ms. Robinson’s noted 
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positive actions and behaviors, most of the parents interviewed desired to and took actual steps to 
reciprocate her efforts made towards engaging them first in relationship and then in partnership. 
Within this, stemming from their respect of her, her role of authority, and her performance within 
that role, they strove to be mindful of her time when seeking relationship and partnership with 
her. This manifested in how and when they reached out to her, what they reached out to her 
about, and/or in ensuring that, prior to presenting them to her, desired school activities and other 
suggestions were viable options.  
Still, two parents, although having positive views of and experiences with the principal, 
reported that they do not necessarily share or communicate with Ms. Robinson some of their 
constructive feedback and/or questions about the school and/or certain school practices. For 
example, for fear they would be misunderstood and/or viewed in a negative light, they do not 
voice their concerns about what they feel is a recent trend in hiring mostly White teachers. As 
Auerbach (2009) puts forth, principals hold the bulk of power in schools; for a White principal 
serving a school that serves predominantly families that are racially and/or ethnically 
marginalized in society, this power is literally and/or figuratively amplified (Auerbach, 2007). 
This power, as parents know, can be used to support parents and families, or can be used against 
them (Doucet, 2008). As such, this may be a reason these few parents’ were hesitant to fully 
share their constructive thoughts and feelings with the principal. As will be discussed in Chapter 
8, this suggests important implications for practice.  
Obstacles and areas for growth in parent-principal partnerships. As can be expected, 
the findings indicate that a few parents had negative beliefs and/or feelings about, and/or 
negative experiences with, Ms. Robinson. For example, a couple of parents did not feel she is 
equally receptive or open to all parents. Rather, they felt she only reached out to engage parents 
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with whom she felt most comfortable. As a result, one parent in particular was left feeling 
offended and unwelcomed. Further, she felt the principal treated her job as “just a job,” with no 
heart or passion in it. As a result, the parent did not reach out to communicate her feelings to the 
principal. In addition, while she did attend principal-led meetings, she did not actively participate 
when doing so. There are multiple possible reasons for this discord in relationship. For example, 
given that the majority of the parents interviewed had positive feelings of and experiences with 
Ms. Robinson, the negative feelings and experiences of this parent may simply be due to 
communication differences, styles, and/or needs. Alternatively, given the historical and current 
racialized mistreatment of Black parents in U.S. public schools, very often by White school 
leadership (Auerbach, 2007; Doucet, 2008; Zinn, 2005), we need to consider if differences in 
race played a role in the negative dynamic between them. As will be discussed in Chapter 8, this 
highlights the need for school principals, particularly White principals working in schools 
serving largely non-White communities, to be mindful of how their race and/or ethnicity is 
impactful in how parents and families experience and receive their authority, communication 
style, and/or other actions and behaviors. Further, principals like Ms. Robinson who are mindful 
of their positionality within their relationships with parents, need to hold that despite this 
awareness, due to their positionality, even seemingly “small” things and/or actions by them can 
amplify past hurts and experiences (Dewane, 2006; Epstein, 1999; Sue, et al., 2007). In doing 
this work, principals will be best able to make constructive use of self in working to build 
family-school partnerships (Dewane, 2006). 
Dimension 4: Parent-Teacher 
 Teachers have the most consistent and significant role in the life of a child at school. 
Teachers are also the school personnel with whom a parent has the most consistent and 
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significant contact. It is therefore not surprising that the parent-teacher relationship is seen by 
many as the most important within family-school partnerships (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Winter, 
2005), so much so that family-school partnership is often synonymous with parent-teacher 
partnership. It is also not surprising that parents hold high expectations of and for teachers, both 
in their work with the child and in their work and relationship with them (Bryk & Schneider, 
2003; Francis, et al., 2016). As such, whether or not these expectations are being met plays a role 
in the quality and nature of the parent-teacher relationship and partnership (Bryk & Schneider, 
2003; Francis, et al., 2016; Mapp, 2003; Tran, 2014). Therefore, in unpacking our understanding 
of the parent-teacher relationships and partnerships at Borough’s Future, we must first look at 
parents’ voiced expectation and need of teachers, and then whether or not these needs and 
expectations are being met.  
What parents need and expect of teachers. The study findings reveal that parents 
expected teachers to teach the “whole” child in such a manner that they effectively guided, 
supported, and developed children’s intellectual, academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional 
growth. Further, in order to ensure and promote their child’s ability to thrive in school, the 
parents also expected that teachers would communicate, collaborate, and/or partner with them 
regarding their child’s strengths and/or struggles as needed. As evidenced in the parents’ stories, 
these expectations were being met at Borough’s Future. Parents found and/or experienced their 
child’s teacher to be an effective teacher, doing all she could to support all students in all areas. 
In addition, they found and experienced her to be accessible, available, and receptive to 
communicating and collaborating with them. As a result, the study parents and teachers had 
built, and continued to foster and nurture, constructive parent-teacher partnerships.   
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How effective parent-teacher partnership is made possible. Aligned with much of 
Francis, et al.’s (2016) work, the findings reveal that constructive parent-teacher partnerships 
was made possible and was seen within the actions and behavior of both teachers and parents. 
For example, on the part of the teachers, constructive partnership was evidenced when a teacher 
consistently communicated with and/or reported to parents the full scope of a child’s strengths 
and/or struggles. It was also evidenced in the teachers working with parents as needed in order to 
appropriately address any academic, behavior, and/or socio-emotional concerns and/or issues, as 
well as to help promote current positive performance and functioning. It was further seen in the 
teachers advising parents of intervention plans that were and/or would be put into place to 
address concerns within a child’s functioning, as well as in updating parents on the results of 
those interventions. Finally, it was evidenced in teachers being accessible and receptive to 
parents when parents reached out to communicate and/or partner. Regarding parents’ actions and 
behaviors within the constructive partnership, it was evidenced in their reaching out to the 
teacher for support and/or to partner regarding a child’s academic, behavioral, and/or socio-
emotional concerns and/or needs, as well as to follow-up on and/or monitor a child’s overall 
functioning in these areas. Further, it was also seen when parents were receptive to a teachers’ 
efforts made towards them to discuss a child’s strengths, struggles, and/or needs. Additionally, 
this constructive partnership was seen when parents and teachers took the opportunity to 
communicate and partner during scheduled and non-scheduled times. Finally, the constructive 
partnership was evidenced in reciprocal teaching-learning, where teachers were open to learning 
from parents strategies to improve child functioning at school and parents were open to learning 
from teachers strategies to improve child functioning at home. 
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 As noted by Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, and Davies (2007) in order to achieve the 
constructive partnership as described above, an array of communication strategies and modalities 
need to be utilized. The study findings are significantly aligned with these contentions. Parents 
noted various strategies and opportunities available at Borough’s Future for shared 
communication and partnership such as scheduled Open School Nights, Family-Teacher 
Conferences, IEP meetings, and Teacher Class Breakfasts. In addition, non-scheduled, or 
impromptu, opportunities for communication and partnership occurred in the mornings and/or 
afternoons during student drop-off and/or pick-up. Further, since teachers gave parents their cell 
phone numbers, impromptu communications occurred via telephone conversations and/or over 
text messaging. Finally, additional strategies teachers used to reach out to parents were putting 
notes in children’s backpack and/or sending letters home in the mail.   
 Coupled with the use of multiple, and effective, strategies and opportunities for 
communication, an integral component for building fruitful relationship and partnership is the 
nature and quality of those communications (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007; 
Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2004). Aligned with Francis, et al. (2016) the study findings demonstrate 
that constructive relationships and partnerships were built when parents felt and experienced 
there to be a mutuality of respect between themselves and the teacher. This was evidenced by 
teachers listening to parents, being receptive and available to parents, holding and treating 
parents and their children in high regard, supporting parents’ beliefs and ideals in their work with 
their child, following through on what they said they are going to do, and actively demonstrating 
that it was the job and role of teachers and parents together to ensure best outcomes for children. 
Further, this study’s findings add to previous findings (Francis, et al., 2016) around parents’ role 
within the creation of a relationship steeped in mutuality of respect. For example, this study 
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reveals how the study parents supported the teachers’ authority in their communications with 
their child and in their support of classroom behavior management at home. In addition, it 
reveals that the study parents were mindful of themselves and their emotions in their 
communications with the teacher, and were mindful of the teacher’s time when reaching out to 
speak and/or partner.  Further, it reveals that study parents asked and/or offered the teacher 
personal and/or classroom support as well as actively communicated and/or demonstrated their 
appreciation of and for her and all she does to support both the child and the family. All this 
speaks to the many functions and roles a teacher plays, well beyond the teaching of core 
academic subjects to students. In addition, it speaks to the powerful importance of shared values 
within constructive parent-teacher partnerships that the study data suggests many of these 
teachers shared. 
The impact of effective parent-teacher partnership. As per the parents telling, the 
impact of these fruitful partnerships was significant. First, in regards to family-school 
partnership, no matter the quality of parents’ experience with the larger school community, 
including but not limited to the principal and/or the office staff, due to their positive experiences 
with teachers, parents are left feeling she was a person at the school they could readily reach out 
to for support and/or to partner with. Further, in regards to their child, the constructive parent-
teacher partnership resulted in the parent having a belief in the teacher. In this belief, the parent 
felt confident in the teacher’s abilities to effectively teach, support, and guide their child in a 
patient, attentive, and engaged manner. Stemming from this, and of note in this age of 
“helicopter parenting” (Brigham Young University, 2015), many parents thus felt they could 
“step back” and fully entrust their child with the teacher, knowing that their child was in good 
hands and that if something was wrong the teacher would inform them. As a result, a 
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constructive cycle of relationship and partnership was borne. Due to positive experience, parents 
continued to reach out to partner with the teachers, as well as were receptive to a teacher’s 
reaching to them; and, seemingly due to teachers’ positive experience with parents, teachers 
continued to reach out to partner with parents, and were receptive to parents when parents 
reached out to them. Noteworthy, this cycle, because of looping, appeared to deepen over time, 
such that many parents felt they knew the teachers on a more personal level, with many 
experiencing and feeling teachers grew to be “a part of the family.” Significantly, from the 
parents’ perspective, this positive cycle of parent-teacher partnership resulted in the improved 
academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and development of their child. Finally, 
and particularly important for schools and educators that experience obstacles within their 
relationships and partnerships with parents and families, it appears that the positive relationships 
and partnerships study parents built with teachers served as a protective factor when events 
occurred that brought about upset and/or discord in the relationship. However, of importance to 
note within this mutually successfully built parent-teacher partnership, as revealed in the 
findings, parents did not fully express all their feelings of upset to teachers because they feared 
harming the parent-teacher relationship thereby harming the teacher-child relationship.  
Obstacles and areas for growth in parent-teacher partnerships. Although there is 
much at Borough’s Futures that was going well within parent-teacher partnerships, there are 
areas that were highlighted that give insight where obstacles and/or challenges may or did occur. 
First, although parents noted all the presented and discussed strategies for communication and 
partnership as being effective, there were also structural challenges within them. For example, 
and perhaps most significantly, for parents whose schedules did not allow time to briefly meet 
with teachers during drop-off and/or pick-up, a significant impromptu parent-teacher connection 
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strategy used at Borough’s Future was denied to them. Similarly, depending on the time 
scheduled for conferences, Teacher Class Breakfast, and more, they may also conflict with a 
parents’ schedule with the same result as drop-off and pick-up – a lost opportunity for parent-
teacher building and fostering of relationship and partnership. Second, in regards to relationship, 
the two reported upsets that occurred within parent-teacher relationship resulted from issues 
within their communication, or lack thereof, pertaining to the welfare, functioning, development, 
and/or growth of a child. In both, in many ways, it appears that the teacher forgot the parent is 
the primary adult in the life of the child. As pointedly stated by Layla, the parents are the ones 
that take the child, and their problems, home each night. As such, it highlights the necessity 
within building, fostering, and nurturing productive parent-teacher partnerships, for teachers to 
actively honor and hold within the partnership, the prominence and importance of the parent in 
the life of their child.  
The positive impact of looping. Finally, with the onset of positive parent-teacher 
relationship and partnership, in its continuation, a constructive cycle of parent-teacher 
relationship and partnership was manifest. The mechanism in place at Borough’s Future that 
appears to most deeply foster and nurture this cycle was looping, and their unique approach 
within it. As outlined, students at Borough’s Future, for the most part, remain with the same 
teacher, and thus peer classmates, from Kindergarten through the 5th-grade. Noteworthy, despite 
two voiced concerns, every parent interviewed that spoke about their experience within and 
feelings about looping, was very much in support of it. In regards to their child, they reported 
that looping created the space and time for a teacher to know their child better, both in strengths 
and struggles. This enabled teachers to be best able to promote, support, and foster their child’s 
learning and development academically, behaviorally, and socio-emotionally. Related, parents 
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felt looping allowed their child to get to know the teachers better, both in personality and of her 
expectations of them. This resulted in their child feeling more comfortable with the teacher. It 
also allowed the children to get to know their peers better, increasing their connection to and 
comfort with each other as well. As a result, parents reported their child was less anxious about 
and/or looked forward to the start of each new school year because they knew their teacher and 
their classmates. Stemming from this, as per the parents, there was not the typically “forming and 
storming” period at the start of each new school year. This resulted in the teacher and class being 
able to be “off and running” come September.  
 The unique looping strategy at Borough’s Future yielded positive results for the parent-
teacher relationship and partnership as well. Parents felt this strategy resulted in teachers 
knowing the parents and family better and visa versa. Over time, this resulted in increased 
understanding of and communication with each other. Further, it fostered a sense that parents 
knew the teacher on a personal level, imbuing her as a “part of the family” for some, and as a 
second or honorary parent for others. Finally, it appears that the deep and rich relationship and 
partnership made possible from looping provided a protective factor within parent-teacher 
relationship and partnership when inevitable upsets and/or obstacles arose. As such, in pursuit of 
strong family-school partnerships and best outcomes for children, there is much to be learned 
from the unique looping strategy in place at Borough’s Future.  
Summary 
 There are four primary spheres of relationships within family-school partnerships at 
Borough’s Future – the parent and child, the parent and school, the parent and principal, and the 
parent and teacher. Each of these four relationships was unique, yet overlapped in their 
importance and impact within the larger family-school partnership experience. As described, in 
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pursuit of best outcomes for their child, parents’ expectation for their child around their 
schooling framed parents’ actions and behaviors. The activities parents engaged in to support 
their child occurred both within the home as well as within the school. Further, in addition to 
their expectations of their child, parents held expectations and needs of the school, the principal, 
and the teacher. These expectations and needs influenced and framed their partnering 
relationships with each separate entity. They also collectively influenced and framed the full 
scope of their family-school partnership experience. As seen, when parents’ expectations and 
needs of the school, principal, and teacher were met, this fostered and promoted the effective 
building of ongoing relationship and partnership. When these expectations and needs were not 
met, these partnerships floundered, struggled, and/or ended. Powerfully and importantly, what 
the parents taught us in their stories, is how, from their perspective, which mechanisms and 
processes at Borough’s Future supported their needs and expectations within each partnership 
relationship, how they knew they supported them, and what it looked and felt like when they did. 
In doing so, they gifted us with a critical missing voice in our seeking to understand and 
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CHAPTER 7: INFLUENCES WITHIN FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
Many educators and schools hold a stereotyped view of low-income Black parents, 
believing that the parents do not care about their children’s education and/or are incapable of 
supporting their academic development because of their own low education attainment, among 
other reasons. Thus, it is held that they are of ill support to their children’s educational 
development (Doucet, 2008; Paterson, Hale, & Stessman, 2008; Shields, 2004; Swadener & 
Lubeck, 1995; Tran, 2014). As will be presented, in concert with Epstein (1990), Billingsley 
(1992), Lawrence-Lightfoot (2003), Doucet (2008), and others (Cooper, 2007; Hudley & Barnes, 
1993; Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996), this study’s findings contradicted this. In fact, as evidenced by 
both their words and their behavior, the parents in this study had a deep seeded interest in the 
welfare of their children and in their education. In addition, they were knowledgeable about the 
larger education system and school curriculum, with strong opinions about both. Further, they 
had strong opinions about the importance and need for all families to partner with schools on 
behalf of their children.  
The study findings also highlighted how parent positionality and social location, 
particularly in regards to race and ethnicity, were impactful for those interviewed within multiple 
arenas, such as, but not limited to, their views and/or experiences around parenting, education, 
and curriculum. In addition, the findings touched upon how the race and ethnicity of school 
leadership, teachers, and staffs serving them were impactful for many parents; however, for 
some, not more so than the quality of relationship or the quality of support and education being 
provided. Together, these findings support existing literature (Auerbach, 2007; Francis, et al., 
2016; Haines, et al. 2015; Shogren, McCart, Lyon, & Sailor, 2015) that emphasize the need for 
schools and educators to be mindful of families’ race, ethnicity, culture, and more. In this way, 
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they are best positioned to build a school community that is respectful, curious, and inclusive of 
difference. As will be detailed below, these factors were important influences within parents’ 
perspective and experience of relationship and partnership at Borough’s Future.  
Four Dimensions of Influences Within Family-School Partnerships 
The study findings reveal that the four spheres of relationship within family-school 
partnerships described in Chapter 6 were influenced by four additional separate components at 
Borough’s Future. As organized in Chapter 6, these components will be presented in four 
dimensions, in succeeding numbers from the dimensions in the previous chapter. They are: 
Dimension 5: Future Dreams Partnerships (the onsite school-based support program): Dimension 
6: Parent Manifested Belief in Parents’ Role in Education; Dimension 7: Parent Knowledge and 
Opinion of Teaching Strategies and Curriculum, and Larger Education System; and Dimension 
8: Race and Ethnicity. As will be revealed, each of these dimensions played a role in parents’ 
beliefs and experiences of and in Borough’s Future Elementary, including but not limited to 
family-school partnerships. Further, as will be discussed more in depth in Chapter 8, much of 
what was spoken to gave important insight into potential avenues for Borough’s Future, and 
others, to follow in order to best foster, promote, and strengthen family-school partnerships.  
Dimension 5: Future Dreams Partnerships 
 Future Dreams Partnerships is a non-profit program providing on-site support to public 
elementary, middle, and high schools in low-income communities throughout the five boroughs 
of New York City. With a flexible model that allows implementation to meet the needs of the 
individual schools they collaborate with, Future Dreams aims to strengthen the cognitive, 
emotional, social, and behavioral functioning and development of the students it serves. Future 
Dreams uses a multifaceted approach, providing in-class support to teachers, individual and 
 
   
157 
small group counseling to students, after-school programming, parent and family support groups, 
staff training, and more. Integral to the model is seeking active family engagement within the 
work. As per their website, they made a strategic decision to hire full-time trained social workers 
to work in every school they partner with. Using a collaborative model, in each school it works 
with, Future Dreams uses input from school leadership, families, and other community 
stakeholders in developing its program.  
 In order to provide on-site individual and group counseling to students, support and 
empowerment groups for parents, after-school extra-curricular programming, and more, the 
Borough’s Future Elementary principal, Ms. Robinson, brought in Future Dreams when she first 
took over the school. As communicated to me during informal conversations with Ms. Robinson, 
and as evidenced by the parents’ stories and my own observation while in the school, Future 
Dreams was a fully integrated part of Borough’s Future. In this capacity, they were an 
importance influence within the family-school relationships and partnerships at the school. As 
indicated in Table 8, this revealed itself in three themes: Theme 1: Support for Students, Theme 
2: Support for Parents, and Theme 3: Support for Family-School Partnership.  
Table 8 
 






Theme 1 Support for students 
Theme 2 Support for parents 
Theme 3 Support for family-school partnership 
  
Theme 1: Support for students. Many of the parents interviewed reported that the 
Future Dreams staff provided effective socio-emotional support to children. Further, parents 
reported their children liked the program. Some parents also spoke to the individual and/or group 
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counseling their child, and/or other children they knew, received. Others talked to the effective 
mediation sessions they provided between their child and another child. Further, some spoke to a 
few of the extra-curricular programs they provided. Interestingly, and pointing to the integration 
of Future Dreams into Borough’s Future as the host school, some parents did not appear to know 
it was Future Dreams implementing the program, but rather believed it was Borough’s Future. 
Finally, a few parents discussed how the Future Dreams staff working with their child readily 
and effectively communicated with them about their child’s functioning and progress in their 
work.  
 Theme 2: Support for parents. A majority of those interviewed discussed ways in 
which the program was an effective source of support and empowerment for parents. 
Specifically, they talked about their two parent groups, one for all parents and, notably for some, 
one for just fathers. As per those interviewed, these two groups provided a space where parents 
could talk freely about their homes, their family, the school, and/or the neighborhood 
community, among other things. In doing so, they were able to vent, garner and provide support 
to each other, as well as receive support and guidance from staff. In addition, as noted by 
parents, as well as evidenced through my own observations and advised to me by the director of 
Future Dreams, Mr. Tanner, during informal conversations, for those attending the groups, a 
cultivated shared sense of community was fostered.  
In addition to the groups, parents reported that Future Dreams organized trips for them to 
take together as way for parents to socialize and connect outside of the school. Further, they also 
provided larger scope holistic family support, helping parents learn about and/or secure resources 
around finances, employment, housing, food pantries, and more. 
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The one critique of Future Dreams, as voiced by two parents, was that they only had their 
group meetings in the mornings, resulting in many parents not being able to attend because of 
scheduling conflicts. As passionately voiced by Layla:  
So a lot of people assume, oh parents are not interested in their kids – No. They 
have to put food on the table so they have to be at work during those hours that 
you’re giving me. ‘Well they’re not involved in this and they’re not involved in 
that,’ and it’s like, they barely have time for themselves. Cause I remember, I 
barely had time for myself. I was like, between school and work and then gettin’ 
home to cook and make sure the kids are taking care of, and ironing clothes and – 
who has time for other stuff? …I would have went (to evening meetings). If I 
knew about it, I would have went. Because then I feel like I’m still participating 
even though with my busy schedule, I’m still involved.  
…(So) maybe have a parent meeting for parent that work. Like, a lot of times 
these parents can’t go the meeting in the daytime, like 9:00. …A lot of parents 
don’t have that luxury of doing it – they have to be at work at 9:00. So they miss 
out on the meeting and they miss out. A lot of them have opinions on what’s 
going on, but there’s no time to speak to them.  
Related, a few also suggested meetings needed to advertised better. Layla passionately spoke to 
this as well.  
…so if you don’t know, you won’t go. So it’s not that the parents don’t want to be 
involved, it’s a lot of them don’t know that they have an outlet. That they have a 
place they can go to talk about certain things. That they have somebody that will, 
you know, help them find a job if they are looking for employment. They don’t 
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know. So they just assume that, you know, oh okay, I’ll just send my kid to school 
and you know. But then you’ll hear them in the street and they’re griping and 
they’re like, oh, this is going on and this, that, and the third. They don’t know 
they could go to the meeting and have their voice heard and then somebody will 
write down what, you know, their concerns and maybe address it to somebody in 
authority. They don’t know that.  
 Theme 3: Support for family-school partnership. As conveyed in Layla’s quote above, 
the study findings suggested that Future Dreams was an important conduit or support mechanism 
in place that helped develop, foster, and nurture family-school partnerships at Borough’s Future. 
For example, in addition to Layla, a few parents spoke about how the program and staff created 
an empowering space for parents’ voices to be heard. Further, if and when they had concerns, 
issues, and/or questions regarding various aspects of and/or relationships with staff at Borough’s 
Future, the Future Dreams staff, particularly Mr. Tanner, provided a trusted communication 
bridge between them and the principal, Ms. Robinson.  
 Overall, Future Dreams Partnership was a program that had been fully integrated into 
Borough’s Future. Stemming from this, and in concert with the effective support and services 
they provided, Future Dreams was powerful evidence for parents of all Borough’s Future did to 
support and partner with them. This was exemplified in the two quotes below: 
• Monique: (LRS: How does the fact the school has that relationship with 
Future Dreams, and that they’re in the school, how does that impact how you 
feel about the school?) As I just said, I just like the idea, that um, you’re not 
just taking my children and, you know, teaching them ABC’s or whatever it is 
that, that um, but you’re trying to help the parents also. You know, whether it 
 
   
161 
is finding jobs or job readiness, whatever it is, to help them to know these are 
the resources that are available to you if you need XYZ, and this is how you 
get it. They just don’t like say, give it to you and say, ‘okay go.’ If you need 
help, you can always go. I keep – I’m terrible at names. But you can also 
always go to him and say, ‘okay, this is what I need and can you help me with 
this.’ That’s – I, I, I just love it. I love it. And even though I do not probably 
need the resources, some of the resources, there are a lot of other parents that 
can use the resources. I just wish that more parents could come out so that 
they could really know what is available.  
• Layla: (Having Future Dreams at the school makes you feel that) the school is 
more involved. And they actually care about what goes on after 3:00. They 
actually care where you go home to, or if you’re able to take care of your 
child, or you know. They actually take an interest in you as a parent. Because, 
like they understand that if you’re not 100% as a parent, then how can you 
expect a child come to school and be 100%. It all plays a role. …Cause basic 
livin’ needs come first. And if those needs aren’t met… (laughs). You can just 
forget about, school is like the last thing on your mind when your needs aren’t 
being met.  
Dimension 6: Parent Manifested Belief in Parents’ Role in Education 
 In order for family-school partnerships to be formed, both parties need to take an active 
role in building and nurturing them. The Borough’s Future parents interviewed very much held 
that parents should and need to actively play a role in children’s education, and were successfully 
able to manifest this belief. As will be detailed in Table 9, this was evidenced in two themes: 
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Theme 1: Parent Voiced Belief in Parents’ Role in Education, and Theme 2: Parent Behavior 
Enacting Belief in Parents’ Role in Education. As will be discussed further in Chapter 8, it was 
this belief, and the actions they took in support of it, that provided a base for the school and the 
parent to build relationship and partnership.  
Table 9 
 
Influences within Family-School Partnerships Dimension 6: Parent Manifested Belief in 






Theme 1 Parent voiced belief in parents’ role in education 
Theme 2 Parent behavior enacting belief in parents’ role in education 
 
Theme 1: Parent voiced belief in parents’ role in education. Throughout Chapter 6, 
within the stories of and about their relationship with their child, the school, the principal, and 
the teacher, there were examples of parents voiced beliefs in their role in their child’s education. 
For example all parents interviewed, either literally or from what can be inferred, spoke to their 
contention that parents should be actively involved in their children’s education. Further, they 
put forth that a child’s positive academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and 
development was a shared responsibility between parents and the school. The individual parents 
interviewed had different thoughts within this; for example, some felt the parent and school had 
equal responsibility for a child’s academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional growth, whereas 
others felt it was more the parents’ role, or job, to shape and support a child’s socio-emotional 
development. However, despite those differences, they agreed that all play a role, just that the 
emphasis of and within those roles was different.    
 Another area where parents spoke to their belief in their role in their child’s education 
was in regards to school readiness and accountability. For instance, parents spoke about how 
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they felt it was parents’ job to make sure children knew academic “basics” before starting 
Kindergarten. Further, they put forth that parents should make sure their children knew how to 
behave at school. In addition, they talked about their belief that parents should check homework, 
providing support and guidance as needed. They also spoke to how they believed it was their 
responsibility to ensure their child arrived on-time to school. Related, many spoke to their 
frustrations with some parents at Borough’s Future because they felt the parents blamed the 
teachers, principal, or school as an entity if/when their child misbehaved and/or was not 
academically thriving. Feeling that the onus of responsibility was not solely on the school, they 
believed that some parents needed to take more ownership and look at what they could do 
differently in support of their child’s education.  
 Significantly for partnership, the parents interviewed voiced their belief in the need and 
importance for effective family-school partnership to support best outcomes for students. Within 
this, they felt parents had to play an active role. These strong contentions at times led to their 
feeling angry and frustrated with some of the other parents at the school. Sheryl spoke at length 
to her feelings around this saying:   
It’s up to the parents to want to be involved. Because you can’t force them. I can’t 
force a parent to come up here and build a relationship with their staff or the 
teacher. They have to.  
…I see that Ms. Robinson tries. I see that she tries. With the sendin’ home of the 
letters to get parents to come and volunteer. Workshops for the parents, you 
understand, because you do have some parents is that they don’t know the work. 
And I’ve seen teachers sit down in the lunchroom if the parents, if they don’t 
understand the homework. They try and work with them before they leave to go 
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home. If not, they like, okay, you come in see me this day and we’ll do it. But if 
the parents aren’t willing, Laura, you can’t force them with a belt. I wish you 
could. You can’t force them to come up here and be involved within the school. 
  Latesha is another parent that spoke at length to her frustrations over the lack of some 
parents’ involvement with the school. Her focus however was a bit different than Sheryl’s. As 
passionately communicated in the quotes below, for her, there is power in the collective voice of 
parents; together, they can make a difference. She was angry and frustrated that parents either 
did not see this and/or were not using it to effect change.  
I’m not really big on parents because they, they, they don’t always show up when 
it’s important, you know. And that gets on my nerves. Cause that’s the one 
problem I would say about… about Borough’s Future, and even when it was 
(previous school name), because my daughter did Pre-K in (previous school 
name) before it become Borough’s Future. And you do not get the parents’ 
support. That’s the major thing. They don’t know how important their voices are. 
They will show up when there is like, maybe a Christmas show. That irritates me. 
But when there’s a meeting or a discussion, there’s nobody at all. There’s nobody 
to voice their opinion. And that’s when it really matters, you know. Because that’s 
when what you say can make a difference or make a change...  
…It’s just that when you are by yourself in these settings, you know, like their 
dad always says: I know you have your opinion and you got a mouth. But if I’m 
the only one that says something then it looks like I’m the only one that has a 
problem when ninety-nine of everybody else don’t, you know. You see they don’t 
see how far they can go, you know. They accept the small stuff instead of pushing 
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for more, you know. It’s good. I’m not complaining, but there’s so much more. 
This is New York. You can get everything here…  
…I’m one parent, you know. I might have a big voice but it’s just, I’m one. At the 
end of the day, I’m just one guy. And a lot of people believe that one guy can 
change, but in a neighborhood like this, you need a lot more voices. I think. I 
think… 
…But I would like for parents to see that they, their voice is so important, you 
know. We could make so much of a difference.  
Theme 2: Parent behavior enacting belief in parents’ role in education. Just as 
parents’ beliefs around the importance of their taking an active role in their child’s education was 
evidenced in Chapter 6, so were their behaviors that enacted this belief. This could be seen in the 
activities they engaged in at home to support their child’s education, such as communicating 
their expectations of and around the importance of their schooling. In addition, it could be seen 
throughout the various ways they provided support and guidance around their child’s academic, 
behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and development. Further, it was evidenced in their 
providing extra resources and/or materials for their academic development as well as in their 
providing opportunities for non-academic activities such as baking, tennis, museums, time with 
friends, and more. Finally, and in particular to family-school partnership, they enacted their 
belief in their role within this partnership by creating a connected home-school linkage for their 
child.  
 In concert with all that the interviewed parents did at home that enacted their beliefs, so 
did their behavior at and with Borough’s Future. The study findings indicated that many of the 
parents had an active presence at the school. Whether volunteering on class trips, helping out in 
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the classroom, intervening and providing support to an upset and/or misbehaving child, and/or 
providing support and resources to other parents, the parents interviewed worked to be an active 
and supportive member of the larger school community. In addition, by attending school-wide 
events, workshops, and/or meetings, as well as attending PTA meetings, they actively worked to 
build partnership with the school and larger school community. Finally, also in efforts towards 
partnerships, a few parents interviewed in the past and/or presently took on a leadership role at 
Borough’s Future, such as being on the PTA board, a member of the SLT, and/or a member of 
the school hiring committee.  
 The parents’ relationships and partnerships with the principal and/or their child’s teacher 
also powerfully spoke to behaviors that demonstrated their beliefs in action. Whether reaching 
out to the principal for guidance or support, updating her on their child’s functioning, or making 
artwork for her, parents fostered and nurtured parent-principal relationship and partnership. Akin 
to this, they fostered and nurtured parent-teacher relationship and partnership when they attended 
family conferences and IEP meetings, provided classroom support, and were receptive to and/or 
initiated themselves communication with the teacher around their child’s academic, behavioral, 
and/or socio-emotional functioning and development. Finally, they also enacted their beliefs 
when there was discord in the relationship and they made steps to work through it.  
Dimension 7: Parent Knowledge and Opinion of School Teaching Strategies and 
Curriculum, and Larger Education System 
 Parents do not come to their relationship and partnership with schools as blank slates. 
Rather, they have knowledge and opinions about best practices in teaching strategies and 
curriculum, as well as regarding the larger education system. As illustrated in Table 10, for the 
parents at Borough’s Future, this revealed itself in three themes – Theme 1: Teaching Strategies 
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and Curriculum, Theme 2: State Standardized Tests, and Theme 3: The Public Education 
System. Together, these themes revealed how the study parents’ opinions and knowledge 
influenced and shaped their experiences within and of Borough’s Future, as well as influenced 
and shaped their thinking around the New York City public education system. As such, it 




Influences within Family-School Partnerships Dimension 7: Parent Knowledge and 






Theme 1 Teaching strategies and curriculum 
Theme 2 State Standardized Tests 
Theme 3 The public education system 
 
Theme 1: Teaching strategies and curriculum. As discussed in Chapter 6, the parents 
interviewed had positive feelings about the teaching strategies utilized at Borough’s Future. 
Specifically, they discussed how they liked that teachers did all they could to focus on individual 
student needs within the larger class, utilizing one-on-one and/or small group instruction to 
support this. Further, parents spoke to how they appreciated that teachers used a “hands on” 
teaching approach, both in regards to actively working with students as opposed to just lecturing, 
as well as in using teaching modalities that allowed the students to be “hands on” within their 
work. Further, parents voiced appreciation that both teaching strategies and curriculum supported 
the development of the “whole” child. These positive feelings influenced parents’ belief in and 
view of their child’s teacher thus fostering a positive and productive building of relationship and 
partnership.  
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In regards to teaching strategy critique, one area noted by parents was in behavior 
management. One parent in particular did not like how group punishment was used even when 
only a few students were misbehaving. She felt that it would better serve all students if the “good 
kids” were separated. This would give “good” students a greater opportunity to excel. In turn, it 
would give misbehaving students something to strive for. Another critique, voiced by a few 
parents, was about the use, or misuse, of homework. Although parents agreed that homework 
was needed, and if used correctly supported students academic knowledge and skill 
development, some parents reported that homework, specifically in math, was not covered in 
class. In other words, the work they were being given to do at home was not something the 
students had been introduced to yet. Parents reported they had voiced their concerns either one-
on-one with teachers and/or with the principal in larger school meetings. Some reported 
continued frustration that it had not effected any change. However, this did not appear to have 
negatively impacted their desire or ability to build fruitful relationship and partnership with the 
school or their child’s teacher. In fact, one parent, as will be discussed later, did not blame the 
school or teachers for the homework issue, but rather blamed the NYC Department of Education.  
Parents felt positive towards the curriculum at Borough’s Future. However, a few noted 
areas where it could be strengthened. For example, one parent would like there to be more 
academic enrichment activities, like Spelling B’s and writing programs, and another voiced a 
desire for a more rigorous science curriculum. Further, a few voiced frustration and dislike for 
the Common Core math curriculum, noting that the struggles many students were having within 
it were, in their opinion, due to a faulty curriculum, not student inability. Finally, a few parents 
spoke to how the curriculum could be improved and enhanced by delving more deeply into 
 
   
169 
Black history, as well as the history of other communities and people of color. Aisha, for 
instance, spoke to this saying: 
We learned about slavery and, you know, Black History Month was all about who 
– Madam C.J. Walker, and just, they need to know certain things. We helped 
invent a lot of things that before Albert Einstein or, hello?! That’s important for 
our Black children to learn and that’s missing. I’m, I’m findin’ out that that is 
startin’ to be missed. They’re trying to take slavery out. You can’t do that. Just 
like you can’t change what happened to the Jews in the Holocaust. 
Later she continued:  
You – this is important stuff to… Slavery happened. It’s over, it’s, you know we 
still live in slavery times, but, it’s, they need to know what that was like and how 
we got here and where we came from and where we’re goin’. They can’t know, 
they can’t know where we’re goin’ if they don’t know the past. So that is a little, 
that’s a little bothersome. So that’s the only issue I have right now is that, is that 
part of the curriculum. Where is Black, where is that bein’ taught at? Slavery and, 
and important people.  
In addition to parents noting the importance for curriculum to include learning about slavery and 
important Black people in the Civil Rights Movement, they also wanted their children to learn 
about noteworthy people in Black history, like George Washington Carver, who were not part of 
the Civil Rights Movement. As Layla puts forth below, there were noteworthy Black inventors, 
scientists, writers, and more, throughout history, and it’s important for their children to know and 
learn about them. In doing so, it would give them a sense of pride and belief in themselves.  
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I feel like they need to know their background. They need to know that, you 
know, people with their skin tone has also made a difference in American society. 
That don’t feel that just because of, you know, if somebody ever makes you feel 
that just because of your skin tone that you’re not good enough, you have all these 
perfect examples to look back on. Like, well she did this, and he did that, and he 
was like, you know, one of the first African American brain surgeons that like, he 
can do that, then I can do this! So, you know, it, it’s encouragement for them to 
see people that looks like them doing big things.  
Within parents’ desire for curriculum enhancement in this way, one voiced that it needed to be 
done mindfully in order to take into account students’ age and maturity level when deciding what 
to teach, and how in depth. To note, although parents had this critique, a few voiced that the 
school curriculum had recently begun to improve in this area.  
 The final area that parents spoke to in regards to curriculum was the need for increased 
technology and other resources. For example, parents noted teaching and learning would be 
enhanced by securing computers and/or tablets as well as by securing increased science 
equipment, and more. Parents voiced however that this might not be in full control of the school, 
but rather be due to a lack of funding.  
Theme 2: State standardized testing. Many parents in the U.S. have very strong 
feelings, both for and against, State Standardized Testing. In recent years, parents that disagreed 
with the tests have taken a grassroots approach in their fight against them – “opting out.” Some 
schools and school leadership have supported parents within their decision, while others have 
not. As such, state standardized tests have become an area that may promote and/or break a 
positive working relationship and partnership between families and schools (Mulholland, 2015; 
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Ravitch, 2017).xxiii  At Borough’s Future, it appeared that the issue of standardized testing had 
been a source of connection between the families and the school.  
 For the seven parents interviewed that spoke to State Testing, three voiced deep concerns 
and/or critiques that they had of them and four reported that they were happy that Borough’s 
Future did not “teach to the test.” In addition, two talked about the information meetings school 
leadership held to inform parents about the state tests, answering any questions they had. As a 
whole, the parents reported that whatever their decision – to “opt in” or “opt out” – the school 
supported them within this. In particular for one parent that opted out, she appreciated that the 
school shared with her a portfolio of her child’s work that was used for grade promotion 
assessment. Further, two parents that opted in appreciated how teachers took time during their 
lunch and/or vacation to provide extra support for students taking the test. In addition, they 
appreciated how teachers provided guidance to parents on how they could help prepare their 
children for testing.  
 One parent, Latesha, talked about a larger issue in regards to testing – the business side. 
She said: 
I don’t really have much an issue with the 3rd-grade test. Except for the fact that 
there’s claim that it’s a big business. You shouldn’t play money with kids’ 
education. I don’t like that at all. Like, this is not about money. It’s about, you 
know, preparing kids for the next step, you understand. So when anybody talk 
about the test makers selling books, that pisses me off. I don’t know kind of 
educational system we have that would be okay with that kind of stuff, you know.  
Theme 3: The public education system. A majority of the parents interviewed at some 
point, and to varying degrees, spoke to their thoughts, feelings, and/or knowledge about the 
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public education system, how they navigated through it, and/or its role and/or impact on schools 
as well as on the children and families they serve. For example, two parents spoke about their 
belief in the importance of public schooling, not just for academic knowledge and development, 
but also for children’s positive socialization development. Further, one parent spoke about how it 
was important for schools to provide support for parents and families beyond a child’s academics 
because sometimes a child’s poor grades and/or ill behavior was rooted in struggles in the family 
including but not limited to parenting and/or meeting daily living needs. In addition, two parents 
spoke about how they blamed the Department of Education (DOE) for some struggles in schools. 
For example, one saw the problems within homework as the fault of the DOE and another voiced 
that Common Core, implemented upon DOE directive, as having a negative impact on teachers. 
In regards to navigation, two parents spoke at length to how they accessed and traversed 
the larger system in order to successfully advocate for their children when their needs were not 
being met. One parent spoke about this in regards to an experience at Borough’s Future and the 
other in regards to an experience at another school. For the parent that accessed the larger system 
while at Borough’s Future, she reported that in doing so, although awkward at first with her 
child’s teacher, it ultimately proved to help strengthen their relationship. Further, it was also a 
positive influence in her relationship with staff at Future Dreams. Conversely, she reported, 
although not detrimental, it proved to leave a longstanding awkwardness between school office 
staff, some school leadership staff, and her.  
 Speaking to the public school system itself, three parents talked about unfairness in 
funding across communities and the negative impact this had on schools and their students from 
lower-income neighborhoods. For example, looking past elementary education, one parent 
discussed how schools serving low-income communities needed to either be given access to 
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and/or help support families in accessing funding resources to attend college. Further, in regards 
to elementary, middle, and high school education, one parent voiced the belief that the money 
being dedicated to charter schools should be invested in public schools instead. By doing so, they 
put forth, there could be smaller teacher to student ratios in classrooms and teachers could be 
paid more.  
Finally, in addition to funding, Zoning was also spoken to as an area within our education 
system that was creating inequitable advantages and disadvantages. In Latesha’s words:  
(Zoning) feels like segregation in a sense because, because I live here I have to go 
to school here. Why can’t I go to school somewhere else where I can get a little 
bit more or stuff like that, so. That’s why I don’t like the zoning. They need to 
break it up and give kids opportunity to, you know, spread their wings, so. When 
you’re in a more diverse culture with kids from all different backgrounds, it’s, it 
opens up your mind more, you know. But when it’s just this, it’s… you know, it 
doesn’t make the kids think out of the box, you know. …So, when you open up 
your mind to all different experiences, it opens you up, you see the world in a 
much, you know. You know, you’re not just closed mind about certain things. But 
when they zone the school, it does that to people. It keeps them here, you know. 
Because, and if you look on the map of the schools you know that all the schools 
in these areas, they’re in the red. They’re in the red. So, even if you’re in your 
zone, you go from one red school to the next. What kind of motivation is that? 
What kind of incentive is that? So if you can stay where you are… and they make 
you GOOD, it’s great, no problem, everybody gets equal opportunity, you 
understand. But I still think it’s better when kids are able to mix…. …That’s my 
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only grudge about zoning, because it keeps the kids here. And if here is not good 
enough, then what are they building? Absolutely nothing, you know what I’m 
saying. So if you keep us here and give us all that we need to, to compete with 
other kids in the different, in a different district, no problem.  
Of note, within the inequities Latesha speaks to, she does not just focus on funding and 
resources, but also on how racial segregation that has resulted from zoning is also negatively 
impactful.  
Dimension 8: Race and Ethnicity 
 One’s positionality, particularly in regards to race and ethnicity, whether actual and/or 
perceived, is deeply impactful and influential in how the world views and interacts with you, 
both on an interpersonal level as well as on an institutional level, such as in schools (Adams, et 
al, 2013; Finn, 2016; Miller & Garran, 2008). As a result, it also impacts and influences how one 
experiences, views, and interacts with the world. In addition, it also impacts and influences how 
one thinks, sees, and feels about oneself and ones’ community (Adams, et al, 2013; Finn, 2016; 
Miller & Garran, 2008). In the following, I will present how the parents interviewed gave insight 
into how they saw, viewed, and experienced race and ethnicity as related to self and family, their 
community, as well as those that work at Borough’s Future and Future Dreams. Further, I will 
present how race and ethnicity impacted and influenced their parenting as well as their 
experiences of seeking to build, foster, and nurture their own family-school partnerships. Finally, 
I will also touch upon how it impacted and influenced their thinking around the public education 
and other institutional systems. As indicated in Table 11, this is presented in four themes: Theme 
1: Race, Ethnicity, and Racialization; Theme 2: Education, Curriculum, and Parenting; Theme 3: 
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Impact of Structural, Institutional, Interpersonal, and Internal Stereotypes, Prejudice, and 
Racism; and Theme 4: Importance and Power of Diversity and Racial Representation.  
Table 11 
 






Theme 1 Race, ethnicity, and racialization 
Theme 2 Education, curriculum, and parenting  
Theme 3 Impact of structural, institutional, interpersonal, and internal 
stereotypes, prejudice, and racism 
Theme 4 Importance and power of diversity and racial representation  
  
Theme 1: Race, ethnicity, and racialization. At the beginning of each interview, 
parents were asked how they self-identified their race and/or ethnicity. Nine parents gave 
succinct answers, as follows:  
• Annabel: Black-Hispanic. 
• Kenya:    I consider myself Black. 
• Melody:  Black. 
• Samuel:   I’m ah Afro-American. 
• Nyla:       Ah, Black. 
• Jacob:      Oh I’m African American, African American. 
• Aisha:      African American or Black. 
• Tamera:   I’m African American. 
• Layla:      Well, I identify as African American. 
Of these ten parents, nine gave similarly succinct answers when asked how they identified their 
child’s race and/or ethnicity. Kenya however gave a more nuanced response that not only 
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revealed more clearly how she identified her son, but also gave more insight into her own racial 
and ethnic background. She said: 
Ummmm, for them I, I, for them I would say I identify them as African American 
because they are, you know, are Black. I wouldn’t say African American, Black 
American, because even though I know our heritage, we are taught our heritage is 
from African, you know, I was born in Jamaica so I just consider myself Black, 
you know. So my children are Black American.  
The three remaining parents, although some were also succinct, gave a more nuanced answer to 
how they self identified. For example, Monique said, “Um…. Black. …I’m not really African 
American.” During the study eligibility screening conversation she advised she was from the 
Caribbean and spoke a bit about difficulties of identifying your race and ethnicity in the United 
States. Latesha, also from the Caribbean, spoke to this as well when asked how she self-
identified. Our conversation went as follows: 
• LRS: How do you identify your race or ethnicity?  
• Latesha: Well, African American. ...I'm from the Caribbean.  
• LRS: Okay, so do you say African American or do you say Caribbean 
American, what do you say?  
• Latesha: Well I would say Caribbean American. Or, you know.  
• LRS: Okay.  
• Latesha:  It's a touchy subject in this country.  
• LRS: Yes, it is. Very much so, unfortunately.  
• Latesha: More so.  
• LRS: It's not the same in the Caribbean? 
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• Latesha: With race, I don't think so.  
• LRS: Okay. 
• Latesha: I really don't. No. We don't have that trouble.  
Then, when asked how she identified her daughter’s race and ethnicity Latesha said, “Well, 
same, same thing I guess. African American cause her Dad is from Nigeria. Their Dad is from 
Nigeria, so, African American works fine for them.” Finally, Sheryl, who during the study 
eligibility screening advised she self-identified as Black or African American, when asked 
during the interview replied, “Other. Always.” Further, when asked to identify her son’s race or 
ethnicity she said, “He says he’s Spanish. Because his father is Spanish. His father is mixed. I 
say he’s Black. He says he’s not. So, everything is just ‘other.’ Yes.” Later in the interview she 
spoke at length to her being raised on “the Islands.” Therefore, her changing answer from 
“African American or Black” on her eligibility screening to “Other” during her interview 
perhaps spoke to Latesha’s contention that one’s identified race and ethnicity is a more 
complicated answer for some not born in the U.S. It also exemplified how many immigrants 
confront and experience being racialized upon coming to the U.S. (Rodeiger, 2006). As will be 
discussed in Chapter 8, this process of racialization impacts both immigrants and Black 
Americans born in the U.S., and has implications for practice and research.  
Theme 2: Education, curriculum, and parenting. As presented, Anabel advised that 
she self-identified as “Black/Hispanic.” Later, she shared that she was from Jamaica and how 
this influenced her thinking around Common Core and her parenting for school. She said,  
…as a parent you should just sit and explain everything for the kids because, 
because with the Common Core is just like us growing up in Jamaica. That’s the 
Common Core. That’s how we teach. But now they trying to do it here and the 
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kids and the parents are getting upset. But I am not upset with it at all because that 
is the way how I was brought up and how I, how we knew to always be ahead of a 
grade level in teaching so that once your child gets to that grade they can look 
back and say, okay, I did this basic, so when it gets more advance at least they 
could refresh their memory by remembering the basic and they go ahead and do 
it, you know, whatever is expected. 
Kenya, also from Jamaica, had similar views about Common Core, particularly around 
homework, and how she believed in many ways Jamaica was stronger than the U.S. in their 
education system. Sheryl, as presented in Chapter 6, voiced how being from the Islands 
influenced her to parent her son such that he was empowered within the parent-teacher 
partnership. Anabel, also felt her parenting around education was influenced by being raised on 
the Islands. She shared:  
I think that, we were raised differently, as I told you before. We’re from the 
Islands. The school does what the school has to do to help the kid to strive in 
school. Once they get out of school and come home, it’s our, it’s our 
responsibility as the parent to work with the child to build on whatever they’ve 
learned in school. It doesn’t work that it’s just the school is supposed to do what, 
what they’re supposed to do. It does not work that way. Not in my house. Not 
ever.  
Latesha also spoke to how she saw race and ethnicity as personally impactful differently 
in the U.S. than in the Caribbean, and how this framed her parenting over and beyond education.  
I’m just saying, people in this country, I’m just saying, it was a change from being 
in the Caribbean and being here. Here you hear a lot about race and Black and 
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white in this country, you know. It goes back to Dr. Martin Luther King and all 
that stuff, you know. But in the Caribbean… It’s something you have to adjust to, 
for me, because I don’t have a problem with it. But… living here, you kind of 
have to know your place in a sense. Because you don’t want to go and then all of 
a sudden somebody cuts you down with something that you did not know, yeah. 
So that’s about it. But, I’m gonna teach my kids the same thing that I know… 
growing up… and… hopefully that will take them far enough, you know. If you 
spend too much time on stuff like that, nobody’s going no where. It’s just a reason 
to keep you in a box, in check, you understand. 
As presented in Dimension 7, several parents put forth the need for Borough’s Future to 
deepen their curriculum around Black History. In doing so, they would provide a greater depth 
and breadth of learning for their children. This would create the space and opportunity to impart 
important knowledge as well as impart a sense of pride, give inspiration, and promote aspiration 
that is too often absent for their children in public institutions and in larger society. To use 
Latesha’s words, enhancing the curriculum in this manner would be a way for the school to not 
hold their children in a box.   
Theme 3: Impact of structural, institutional, interpersonal, and internal stereotypes, 
prejudice, and racism. As presented in Dimension 7, Latesha held that school zoning was a 
form of segregation. However, despite a firm belief in activism, she held that her power to 
challenge this was limited. Due to her being an “outsider” because she was not born in the U.S., 
she felt she did not have the ability to fully use her voice for advocacy in the school or school 
system in order to challenge structural and/or institutional forms racism. If she did, she believed 
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“people gonna stomp on my head or say, ‘well, what are you doing here if you so disagree,’ stuff 
like that.”  
Melody also believed that parents needed to be active to effect change. However, within 
this, the impact of internalized racism could be heard. She put forth that “unfortunately it’s bad 
our race can’t come together and, and change it. That it has to be people with different races that 
come from other places to help us.” She went on to say that it “should make us, truthfully feel 
bad because we can’t do it ourselves.” She believed this was quite poignant because people from 
outside the community, although having the best heart and intention, could never fully appreciate 
nor understand all the obstacles and struggles that were put before them, because they did not 
live them. Due to this, she and others interviewed, spoke to how parents, whether at Borough’s 
Future or at the district level, needed to make their voices heard to bring about change.  
 Other parents also spoke to how structural racism impacted their and their children’s 
experience of walking through the world in the U.S., including but not limited to how institutions 
treated them. Specifically, Tamera spoke to deep concerns about police treatment in and of 
communities of color, particularly in regards to Black boys. Further, a few parents spoke about 
safety issues in Creekwood as well as how many families faced daily living obstacles “in a 
neighborhood like this.” However, parents also discussed their love of their community and did 
not like how families and children were treated differently because of the stigma of the 
neighborhood. Within this, some spoke about how they felt the DOE neglected students in the 
neighborhood because they thought they were “bad.” Others spoke to how this stigma at times 
was also present at Borough’s Future.  
Latesha shared that sometimes she felt as if some teachers did not hold high achievement 
or aspiration expectations for students. She also felt that some staff, instead of looking at the root 
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cause of a student’s ill behavior, assumed they were a “terrible kid” because they were from 
Creekwood. Related, Layla shared a personal experience of feeling stereotyped by Borough’s 
Future office staff.  
I, I feel like a lot of times, um… certain staff members judge you based on your 
environment that you – oh, you live in Creekwood and that you…. …Because 
they just assume that you don’t know what you’re talking about. And like, I feel 
like, when I’m talking, like, it’s like, yeah, yeah, yeah. She don’t know what she 
talkin’ about. …Because they like, oh I did my four years of school, or I did my 
six years,’ you know, (inaudible). And you live in Creekwood, so. And like, and 
we know about the, the education level of Creekwood and poverty level in 
Creekwood, so you can’t possibly be, you know, any where near on my level. 
That’s how I look at it. Like, you know, the way they talk at you, like talk, you 
know.  
Layla went on to talk about how terrible this treatment felt and how she stood up for herself with 
these staff, telling them she was a college graduate and essentially, “putting them in their place.” 
She noted that these staff treated her differently afterwards, but that this still made her angry 
because they had presumed a “deficiency” in her because she is from Creekwood. Further, she 
was angry because she felt all parents should not be condescended to, even if they did not go to 
and/or graduate college.  
It should be noted that a few parents interviewed acknowledged that, although not their 
personal experience, they understood some parents at Borough’s Future felt they and/or their 
children had been poorly treated at times due to neighborhood stigma and/or racial prejudice. 
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However, despite other parents’ contention of this, they felt their difficulties in relationship 
and/or experience at Borough’s Future was not stemming from this.  
 Theme 4: The importance and power of diversity and representation. A few parents 
interviewed spoke to how they appreciated the racial and other diversity at Borough’s Future and 
how everyone navigated within it. For example, Aisha said: 
The school is very diverse so I appreciate that it’s not just white, it’s not just 
Black, it’s not just Hispanic. You have Indian, you have, you know, people from 
Jamaica, all the, so that’s important for children to grow up and see that so that 
they’ll understand different cultures and races, even if you don’t believe it, you 
still have that respect… …(There is)… just this tolerance of difference races, 
religions, cultures, and everybody blends in well, and I appreciate that. The 
diversity is important. From, even from the staff. It’s not just white, it’s not just 
Black. There’s a lot of different, so that’s important for kids to see. And it’s 
important for my children to see Black teachers, and people that look like them.  
Other parents spoke to how, although they appreciated the racial diversity at Borough’s Future 
and had very positive feelings about and experiences with the teachers and staff, felt it was 
important for their children to have and see Black teachers and staff at the school. Monique 
spoke passionately to why this was important to her. 
Because they have something to aspire to. When they look at somebody that’s you 
know, all they see around them is different, or my principal, she is white, my 
math teacher, my science teacher, they are white – what do I have to aspire to? I 
want to become a teacher but I am not seeing anyone around like me, you know? 
So, why? So I think that it’s important that students see the, be it male for the 
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boys, female, good role models in their own, you know, ethnic group, they can 
aspire. Okay I want to be like, say Miss Yellin, she’s a social worker. I want to be 
like Miss Yellin, you know. From that kind of bond with their teacher with the 
same color. I mean they might love their Caucasian teacher, don’t get me wrong, 
but it’s, to me, it’s different. To me. It’s different. There’s, there’s not that 
connection, there’s not that, um…. How do I put it? …There’s, there’s not that, 
um…. identities sort of. It’s like when I heard that um, President Obama was um, 
not even the president but he used to be a um, a social worker, you know? That… 
I, I like, yes! I connected with him. You know because he started where I am, sort 
of, not quite there yet. But, you know, you have that kind of connection, you 
know, this is where he used to work in the community, helping his community, 
and now look at where he is? He is the President of America. You know, I think, 
um, student, whether Black, white, they need that kind of – I mean I don’t think 
white are, are really suffering from that? Not at all. I’m not even gonna say a little 
bit. Not at all. Because in every profession you go to, there is always somebody 
that looks like you. Okay? So I think the more our students see that wherever they 
go in the classroom, whether they go probably on a field trip to the museum, that 
it’s important that they see somebody of their, that looks like them. 
Aisha spoke similarly when she said: 
So when they go out into the world, it’s important to see Black doctors, Black 
teachers, Black police officers. You know, just people that look like them, and so 
they don’t feel isolated. Like, this is, this world is really controlled by white 
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people, and we have no say, we can’t move up on the ladder, we can’t – that’s 
important for them see Miss Turner is Black, Miss Dalton is Black.  
Aisha later continued saying:  
I was joking the other day and saying, oh, this school is becoming white (laughs). 
Because, you know, I see a lot of white teachers, you know, um, mmm. But um - 
…I, I have mixed feelings. Um, if they’re genuinely in um… I know you go to 
school and you learn and you know certain things – that doesn’t make you a great 
teacher, you understand? And, in terms of teaching children of other ethnic 
background or color, whatever you want to call it, sometimes certain things get 
by, you know?  
 Conversely, not all parents agreed that a teacher’s race was important. Rather, a few held 
that the quality of the teacher was paramount and that too much focus was being put on race. 
However, in these discussions, internalized racism appeared to be impactful within these views. 
For instance, as per Sheryl:  
We do have some people like that. That look at, that look at color. Um, I don’t 
have time for nonsense, I’m sorry, not this, but I really don’t. Um, if you see, or if 
it was a Black teacher she would try her hardest with the kids. That’s nonsense, to 
me, in certain situations. Cause there’s no way a Black teacher, which is very sad 
to say, is going to call your house on a Saturday and tell you, okay, I’ve been 
tryin’ to reach out and I can’t get in touch with you, and this is how it’s going to 
be. We need to sit down and we need to have a conversation, which we’ve had 
that talk with some parents that have gotten these phone calls on the weekend 
because they can’t reach them during the week. And, you have some parents that 
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believe that Miss Robinson bring in, she brought in more white teachers than 
Black teachers, and she just kept a few Black around to make it look – tryin’ to 
get the words properly – to make it look okay with some of the parents. But 
(they’re saying) these white teachers are not here for my kid. I look at it as, 
personally, it doesn’t matter your skin color so long as you’re doing your best to 
help my child, and I’m doing my best to help my child. That’s all I see, is efforts. 
I don’t see it like that.  
Summary 
 In summary, the study findings indicate that in order to best foster and build effective 
family-school partnerships, and harness the power within them, it is vital to understand factors 
influencing the relationships within those partnerships. At Borough’s Future, these influences 
were Future Dreams Partnership, parent manifested belief in parents’ role in education, parent 
knowledge and opinion of teaching strategies and curriculum as well as the larger education 
system, and race and ethnicity. In regards to Future Dreams Partnership, the findings support 
school-based services literature that contends that the provision of holistic services at schools is a 
powerful and needed strategy to be best support children and families. In addition, in refutation 
of long held prejudices of many, the findings support literature that puts forth that low-income 
Black parents care about and are invested in their children’s education. Further, the findings 
amplify the parents understanding, knowledge, and opinions of and around teaching strategies, 
curriculum, and the public education system as a whole. Finally, the findings also point to how 
race and ethnicity powerfully influenced views, beliefs, and lived experiences on micro, mezzo, 
and macro levels. Held in concert with the findings in Chapter 6, the findings in this chapter 
demonstrate that we can best understand the full scope of family-school partnerships at 
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Borough’s Future Elementary through two lenses: 1) Relationships within Family-School 
Partnership, and 2) Influences within Family-School Partnership. Further, this understanding is 
deepened through the unpacking of each lens’s component dimensions.  
 Discussion of Findings 
 The parents’ accounts revealed that the four dimensional spheres of relationships that 
play a role within family-school partnerships at Borough’s Future are influenced by four 
additional dimensional fields - Future Dreams Partnerships (the on-site school-based support 
program), parent manifested belief in their role in their child’s education, parent knowledge and 
opinion of teaching strategies and curriculum at Borough’s Future as well as the larger education 
system, and parents’ views and experiences with and around race and ethnicity and how this is 
impactful in their family’s lives, within the education system, and at Borough’s Future.  
Akin to the relationships within family-school partnerships discussed in Chapter 6, the 
influences within family-school partnership outlined in this chapter at times operated as a single 
entity, or influence, that stood alone, and at other times overlapped and/or intertwined with and 
within one or more of the other spheres of influence. By unpacking these four spheres, through 
the lens of parent view and experience, we were afforded insight into how they at times 
impacted, promoted, and/or impeded the building, fostering, and nurturing of family-school 
partnerships for the parents interviewed. In doing so, in thinking towards future practice and 
research implications, we were afforded insight into how these influencing factors suggest 
possible avenues for promoting and strengthening family-school partnerships with low-income 
Black families, among others.  
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Dimension 4: Future Dreams Partnerships 
The positive impact of Future Dreams Partnerships. As presented, Future Dreams is a 
non-profit on-site school-based family and child support program that was brought into 
Borough’s Future by the school principal, Ms. Robinson. Aligned with literature on the benefits 
of school-based services (Epstein, 1995), through one-on-one and group counseling, parent 
support groups, after-school programming, teacher support, among other things, their services 
sought to foster, promote, and improve child, adult, and family functioning and development, 
both at school and at home. As will be discussed, in addition to successfully providing these 
services, they proved to be an effective communication bridge between parents and school 
leadership. In this way, and others, Future Dreams was a powerful force within the school 
community positively impacting parent, child, and family functioning and development as well 
as positively supporting and promoting Borough’s Futures’ family-school partnerships.   
Effective support of students. The parents interviewed that talked about Future Dreams 
had nothing but positive things to say about their staff, particularly the director, Mr. Tanner, the 
services they provided to their children, and the services they provided to parents. Specifically in 
regards to their services for children, parents reported Future Dreams effectively provided socio-
emotional support for their child resulting in their improved functioning and development 
personally and interpersonally. In addition, they reported that Future Dreams staff effectively 
communicated with them about their child’s functioning and progress, partnering with them 
within the work as needed and/or appropriate. They also reported that their child had positive 
feelings about the Future Dreams’ staff. These findings align with and support those that put 
forth that school-based support services improve functioning and outcomes for struggling 
students (Epstein, 1995).  
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Effective support of parents. In respect to their services for parents and families, 
parents reported that the Future Dreams parent support groups – one for all parents and one for 
fathers only – provided a place and space that effectively offered and provided an opportunity for 
parents to connect with each other in a safe, trusting, open, and empowering atmosphere. In 
doing so, they were able to offer, provide, and receive support to and from one another while 
also receiving guidance and support from Future Dreams staff. Within this, in addition to being 
able access resources and support around parenting, relationships, education, among others, they 
were also able to access resources and support around housing, finances, food pantries, 
employment, and more. In this way, as is the hope and intention for multi-prong school-based 
services (Epstein, 1995), Future Dreams was able to effectively address and support the holistic 
needs of Borough’s Futures’ parents, children, and families, thus promoting and improving 
family and child functioning at school and at home.  
Areas for improvement. The two areas of improvement that parents voiced Future 
Dreams could make were: 1) Have better advertising for their services for parents so more were 
aware of all they provide; 2) Hold meetings for the two parent support groups in the mornings as 
they currently were, as well as in the afternoons and evenings so it accommodated more parents’ 
schedules. The fact that parents’ interviewed had these critiques speaks to how important and 
helpful they found the services to be – they want all parents to know about it and be able to 
access it.  
How Future Dreams Partnerships promotes and strengthens family-school 
partnerships. In addition to all of the above, and perhaps unique within school-based services in 
regards to the relationship between the service program and the host school (Bronstein, 2013), 
Future Dreams, specifically the director, Mr. Tanner, provided a trusted and effective 
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communication bridge between the parents and the principal. As per the parents, as needed and 
as appropriate, after parents had discussed upsets, concerns, and/or needs regarding Borough’s 
Future as a school and/or regarding any of the school staff, including but not limited to school 
leadership, Mr. Tanner brought this to the principal on their behalf. In this way, he provided an 
avenue, for parents’ thoughts and feelings and concerns, that may not have otherwise have been 
made known. In doing so, he supported, fostered, and nurtured the family-school partnerships at 
Borough’s Future. 
Another aspect within the relationship between Future Dreams and Borough’s Future that 
was perhaps rare (Graham & Barter, 1999), are how parents, and seemingly staff, saw and 
experienced Future Dreams to be a fully integrated component of the school. Often, relationships 
between a school-based service program and its host school are perfunctory at best and tense 
and/or combative at worst (Graham & Barter, 1999). This at times has to do with the school and 
the program seeing themselves as separately functioning entities, and/or due to differing 
priorities within their work with families and children, and/or due to differing views and/or 
beliefs around how to best provide the support they need (Graham & Barter, 1999). As a result, 
relationship and communication between the two can be rare and surface level and/or fraught 
(Graham & Barter, 1999). As discussed in the literature review, for instituted and/or accessed 
programs that work on behalf of and in support of schools to be successful, it is vital they have 
the support of school leadership (Auerbach, 2009; Riehl, 2000). This was very much the case 
with Ms. Robinson. As discussed, she purposefully brought in Future Dreams to help support the 
families and children of the school; further, as per informal conversations with her, she felt that 
within this work, the school and Future Dreams needed to be aligned. Significantly for their 
working relationship and partnership in pursuit of providing the best support of the school’s 
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families and children, Mr. Tanner felt the same. This may point to the key reason that the school 
and program were seen and treated as one by the school community; for Ms. Robinson and Mr. 
Tanner, the program was a part of the community. This is significant to note because within this 
fostering of relationship, they were best able to provide the support for and to the families and 
children that they sought, not the least of which was in strengthening family-school partnerships.  
Dimension 6: Parent Manifested Belief in Parents’ Role in Education 
Parents’ care, ability, and belief in action. As previously discussed, there is a historical 
and present-day held perception by far too many educators, policy makers, researchers, and 
more, that low-income Black parents do not care about their children’s education, do not do 
anything in support of their children’s education, and/or do not have the skillset or ability to 
effectively provide guidance and/or help within their children’s education (Bell, 1980; Davies, 
1988; Doucet 2008; Hicks, 2014; Liontos, 1992; Vicker, 1994). My findings, in concert with 
others (Billingsley, 1992; Doucet, 2008; Epstein, 1986; Hudley & Barnes, 1993; Lawrence-
Lightfoot, 2003), overwhelmingly demonstrated the base falseness of these claims and beliefs. 
As presented, the parents interviewed at Borough’s Future deeply believed in the importance of a 
parent’s role within the their child’s education. Further, they demonstrated this belief in action 
through their parenting at home as well as through the activities they engaged in, with, and at 
Borough’s Future as a school entity as well as with their staff. For example, at home, parent’s 
communicated to their child their expectations around education and schooling; provided 
academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional guidance and support; accessed and/or purchased 
reading books and workbooks; and more. Further, at Borough’s Future, parents were receptive to 
and/or sought out relationship and partnership with the principal, the teacher, and/or the larger 
school entity. Additionally, many parents had an active presence at the school by volunteering in 
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the classroom and/or on trips, attending PTA meetings, becoming a member of school leadership 
committees and/or teams, and more. However, it is important to note that despite the active level 
of the parents interviewed, Borough’s Future, like many schools, struggled in how to best partner 
with parents not as actively involved as those that self-selected for inclusion in this study. As 
such, possible strategies for successful outreach and partnership to and with other parents will be 
discussed in implications for practice in Chapter 8.  
The need for and power of schools leading with assumption of parent strength. The 
above findings speak to the importance for schools and educators to come to their relationship 
with parents with the held assumption that parents do care about their child’s education. In 
addition, they need to hold the assumption that parents are doing things at home in support of 
their child’s education, and are motivated to do things at the school in support of their education 
as well (Auerbach, 2001, 20017). Further, within this process of coming together, schools and 
educators should remain open and curious to learn what the activities are that parents are doing at 
home. They also should remain open to learn what thoughts, ideas, and/or obstacles parents may 
have in regards to activities with and within school. In doing so, schools and educators will 
support the fostering of a needed foundation for the building of effective family-school 
partnership – one that is grounded in respect and trust (Auerbach, 2001, 2007; Henderson, Mapp, 
Johnson, & Davies, 2007). In addition, the home-based activities interviewed parents were 
engaging in to support their children’s schooling highlights that family-school partnership 
models and frameworks must expand to include parents’ home-based school-related activities 
(Auerbach, 2001, 2007). In doing so, schools and educators need to remain curious about 
activities they are aware of, as well as open to learn about activities that they have yet to have 
knowledge about.  
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Parent social capital and personal agency. Some family-school partnership literature 
explores the concepts of social capital and personal agency in regards to who and who is not 
active with and within schools (Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014). The thinking put 
forth is that parents with societal social capital, such as White middle-class parents, have a strong 
sense of personal agency that they then use, or enact, in their relationships and partnerships with 
schools and educators (Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014). Conversely, parents that are 
low-income and/or are marginalized in society due to race and/or ethnicity have limited societal 
social capital and therefore are not as inclined or able to use or enact personal agency in their 
relationships and partnerships with schools (Miller, Hilgendorf, & Dilworth-Bart, 2014). While 
this may or may not be accurate in large aggregates, the parents interviewed for this study 
described a strong sense of self and personal agency, and they used or enacted this within their 
relationships and partnerships with and at Borough’s Future. This was evidenced by the above 
outlined activities and behaviors they engaged in at the school and within their relationships 
therein. Lin (2002) puts forth how people can “share” their social capital and/or agency with 
others, thus imbuing and/or fostering increased social capital and/or agency for and/or in others 
with less. For the parents interviewed at Borough’s Future, one way they communicated their 
active belief in the parents’ role in a child’s education was through their voiced criticisms and 
frustrations with and for parents at Borough’s Future that they felt were not taking on the active 
role they should. At times this frustration led to venting between like-minded parents. However, 
at other times it led to offering and providing support and guidance to disgruntled and/or inactive 
parents, such as advising them to talk to teachers and/or to attend parent support group meetings 
with Future Dreams. In other words, in their strong sense of self and agency, the parents in this 
study were seeking to strengthen others to feel and have the same, and thus engage in 
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relationship and partnership with the school and school staff. As will be discussed further within 
implications for future practice in Chapter 8, this points to a school resource schools and 
educators could utilize to engage “hard to reach” parents – parents that are already actively 
engaged in relationship and partnership with the school. Further, as will be discussed later in this 
dissertation, for parents like Latesha who passionately believe in the power of collective parent 
voice, it speaks to how grassroots activism with and within schools can both strengthen parent-
school partnerships, as well as the schools themselves.   
Dimension 7: Parent Knowledge and Opinion of Teaching Strategies, Curriculum, and 
Larger Education System 
Evidence of nuanced awareness and knowledge. The study parent participants have 
extensive knowledge and opinions about the teaching strategies and curriculum at Borough’s 
Future, as well as about the larger public school education system. As previously discussed, this 
is in direct refutation of many that believe that low-income Black parents are ill informed and/or 
are not invested in their children’s schooling (Doucet, 2008; Billingley, 1992). In speaking about 
their support of Borough Futures’ “hands on” teaching strategies and curriculum that sought to 
support the “whole child,” critiques and suggestions regarding behavior management, desire for 
increased science instruction and education enrichment activities, belief that curriculum needed 
to include Black history in a broader depth and breadth, and more, parents demonstrated a keen 
awareness of all that was and was not going on within the educating of their child at the school, 
and their thoughts and opinions about it. Further, in their discussions around standardized state 
testing, critiques of the DOE, ability to navigate and effectively advocate for their child in the 
larger system, upset over the inequities in education funding, resulting racial segregation from 
zoning, and more, parents demonstrated a larger scope understanding of and opinions about the 
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public education system on a national and local level. Their thoughtful and nuanced awareness 
lays bare the false assumption that poor parents lack the capacity to act knowledgeably on the 
larger educational issues that are impacting their children as well as their community.  
Standardized Testing. Proponents for family-school partnerships speak to how in 
seeking out, including, and honoring parent voice and opinion, schools and student functioning 
are strengthened because family-school partnerships are strengthened (Henderson, Mapp, 
Johnson, & Davies, 2007). This is evidenced at Borough’s Future in regards to the multiple 
parent perspective regarding state standardized testing. As presented, some parents interviewed 
chose to have their child take the 3rd-grade state standardized test, while others did not. 
Importantly, both sets of parents found the school to be supportive of their decision. Particularly 
in this time where standardized testing is a polarizing debate (Ravitch, 2010), it is noteworthy 
that Borough’s Future’s leadership and teaching staff effectively created space for both 
viewpoints to be voiced and supported. As a result, for the parents that discussed testing, the 
school backing of their decision was reported as something that strengthened their family-school 
relationship and partnership with them.  
Curriculum. Our public school system is one of many institutions in the U.S. that 
upholds and reinforces a middle-class, White dominant narrative of superiority thus effectively 
uplifting some and holding down others (Zinn, 2015). One mechanism that achieves this is 
school curriculum, particularly in regards to U.S. History (Lowe, 2007). This is spoken to by 
some of the study parent participants. A few put forth that a broader depth and breadth of 
teaching of Black history, as well as of other racially and ethnically marginalized groups, was 
needed at Borough’s Future. In this way, their children would be afforded a more nuanced 
knowledge of their history, including but not limited to historical events and important and 
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prominent peoples. In turn, this would support their child’s internal sense of pride as well as their 
sense of inspiration and aspiration. Sometimes schools and educators need an outside view and 
perspective to see a fuller and more accurate picture of their strengths and needed areas for 
improvement (Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, et al., 2006); family-school partnerships offer this 
opportunity. Subsequently, through accessing and receiving this feedback, an avenue towards 
strengthening those partnerships is realized (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007).  
Although the parents interviewed reported a strong connection and partnership with the 
school and the teachers, none reported talking to anyone about their feelings regarding this 
aspect of curriculum. As such, as will be discussed more in Chapter 8, the creation of place and 
space for feedback and input around curriculum, particularly as pertains to the histories and 
peoples of those racially and ethnically marginalized in the U.S., offers an opportunity for 
constructive family-school partnerships to be built and utilized. This is particularly true with 
parents from racially and ethnically marginalized groups. Further, it offers an opportunity for 
schools to be supported in efforts to teach and educate beyond the securing of the status quo.  
Educational inequities. As has been presented, and will be discussed further in Chapter 
8, grassroots community organizing has and is being used with and for parents of economically, 
racially, and/or ethnically targeted and marginalized communities in efforts to strengthen and 
improve the public schooling their children receive (Fabricant, 2000). The strong, and at times 
quite passionate, views and opinions that some study parents voiced around zoning and resulting 
racial and economic segregation, differences in education funding across communities, the 
funneling of public school dollars into charter schools, and the business side of state standardized 
testing, highlighted where parents saw inequities in the larger education system and how these 
inequities were distinctly adversely impacting their community, family, and children. As with the 
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curriculum critiques noted above, the parents interviewed, although two mentioned attending 
district rallies and/or meetings, did not report bringing these conversations into their 
relationships within their family-school partnerships. This suggests an untapped area for 
Borough’s Future and their families to connect upon in order to strengthen their partnerships, 
strengthen their school, and effect desired change within the larger system.  
Dimension 8: Race and Ethnicity 
 An individual’s positionality and social location, particularly in regards to race and 
ethnicity, impacts their internal and external daily lived experiences (Carten, Siskind, & Pender 
Greene, 2016). Therefore, unsurprisingly, the parent interviews’ revealed how race and ethnicity 
played an influencing role in and within their family-school partnerships, among other things. 
Parents talked about how they viewed their own race and/or ethnicity, how it was impactful in 
their parenting around schooling and in other areas, how it was impactful and/or showed up at 
Borough’s Future, and/or how it was impactful in the larger school system as well as within U.S. 
society.  
Race, ethnicity, and nuances and differences in identity. Half the parents interviewed 
were born in the U.S. and half were born outside the U.S.; of those born outside, five were from 
the Caribbean and one was from the West Indies. As noted by Newport (2007), no matter if 
someone is born in the U.S. or outside it, there are many differences in how those that are 
“Black” in the U.S. self-identify. In addition, at times this self-identification is complicated due 
to the history of racialized marginalization that targets Black individuals and communities, and 
sometimes is exacerbated by internalized racism (Roediger, 2006; Sullivan & Email, 2012). It is 
also complicated, particularly for many immigrants, because of the distinct way the U.S. 
racializes people, and uses this racialization as a mechanism for imbuing and/or denying power 
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(Roediger, 2006). This could be seen in the varied ways that the parents interviewed self-
identified their own race and ethnicity, as well as in the varied ways they identified their 
children’s. Further, their increased sharing or revealing of their racial and ethnic identity, beyond 
and deeper than the mere label of it, demonstrated how nuanced and at times complicated the 
concept and our social constructions around race and ethnicity can be (Battalora, 2013; Roediger, 
2006; Sullivan & Esmail, 2012). It also indicated how in their lived experiences, including as a 
participant in this study, they could never escape being racialized.xxiv As will be discussed later, 
this suggests important implications for future family-school partnership practice and research.  
Influence and impact in parenting. As presented, some of the parents interviewed born 
outside the U.S., specifically in the Caribbean, talked about how their race and ethnicity is 
impactful in their parenting. Whether in their expectations of their role within schools, 
boundaries and expectations created at home around schooling, how they chose to empower their 
child within the family-school partnership relationship, and more, these parents expressed how 
their stance stemmed from their racial and ethnic upbringing. Although they did not explicitly 
compare themselves to Black parents born in the U.S., the fact that they specifically identified 
that their perspective stemmed from where and how they were raised, it suggested that they see a 
difference between how Black parents born in the U.S. raise their children in regards to 
schooling. It also suggested that, consciously or unconsciously, they knew the negative 
stereotypes of Black parents in the U.S., and wanted to separate themselves from this view. As 
will be discussed, this suggests important avenues for future research.   
 Although only parents born outside the U.S. spoke about how race and ethnicity impacted 
their parenting in regards to schooling, both parents born in the U.S. and outside the U.S. spoke 
to how they saw race and ethnicity being impactful in U.S. society and in their community, and 
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thus in their parenting. For example, targeted violence, particularly against Black boys, by the 
police was discussed and how this influenced a felt fear for the safety of boys in their family 
and/or community and therefore in their parenting of them. In addition, the many ways dominant 
White society seeks to keep Black and other children from marginalized communities “in a box,” 
unable to see or desire a broader life experience than many are offered or told they should or can 
have, highlighted for some parents the need and desire to make sure their children do not see 
themselves within this “box”; rather, they want their child to have a strong sense and belief in 
themselves, with aspirations for college and more.  
Inequities and the education system. These views and knowledge, garnered from their 
experiences walking in the world, also impacted how they saw and felt about the larger school 
system. For example, zoning was discussed as a form of racial segregation, a view that is 
examined and supported in literature and media (Orfield & Eaton, 1996; NPR, 2017; Wang, 
2016). In addition, also widely discussed in literature and media (Anyon, 1997; Brandt, 2017; 
Kozol, 1991; Litvinov, 2015; Lovett, 2015; Ravitch, 2016; Semuels, 2016), parents talked about 
the inequitable funding across districts that differ in regards to race and socio-economics, and 
how this deeply impacted their community and children. Further, some parents put forth that 
these inequities stemmed from the Department of Education labeling their children as “bad” 
because of where they lived, assuming the worst of them and therefore not providing their 
schools the funding that would afford their children a better chance to thrive. These views and 
beliefs demonstrated that the parents interviewed are deeply knowledgeable of inequities within 
society as well as in the school system, and the middle-class White dominant view of superiority 
that frames them; they have strong feelings about how this needs to change. As will be discussed, 
this speaks to a potential opportunity for family-school partnerships – grassroots organizing. 
 
   
199 
Need for more accurate and robust school curriculum. The findings revealed how 
race and ethnicity influenced parents’ interviewed thinking around curriculum at Borough’s 
Future. A few parents spoke to how the school needed to deepen their curriculum around Black 
history as well as around other groups and communities that are racially and ethnically 
marginalized in the U.S. In doing so, parents put forth the school would not only provide a more 
truthful teaching around history and race and ethnicity, they would support children’s building of 
self-esteem and long-term aspirations. This thinking is in fact aligned with much of education 
literature that focuses on how the teaching of U.S. history within a frame of White dominance 
and superiority has been and is harmful for all children, including but not limited to Black 
children, and therefore needs to change to one that is more inclusive and accurate (Loewen, 
2007).  
Role and impact of school culture, and communicated trust and respect. As 
presented in the findings, although some parents were critical of the curriculum as described 
above, many reported feeling that the school culture itself was welcoming of the many culturally 
diverse families that were a part of its community. In fact, they spoke to how this was a strength 
of the school and one of the things they liked most about it. Further, a few parents reported they 
did not care about the race and/or ethnicity of their child’s teacher, including if they were White, 
as long as they were an effective teacher and worked well with parents within their family-school 
partnerships. This is important to note since a majority of teachers within the public school 
system are in fact White, and there have been some voiced concerns about their ability to 
effectively teach as well as work with families of races and/or ethnicities that differ from their 
own (Broussard, 2003; Doucet, 2008). The study findings suggest that while this is a valid and 
powerful concern, a difference in race between teachers and the families they serve does not 
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necessarily preclude a constructive teaching and/or family-school partnership relationship. 
However, parents must experience that they are trusted and respected. These are key components 
for building effective family-school partnership to be made possible (Doucet, 2008; Francis, et 
al., 2016; Hoover-Dempsey, et al., 2005; Tran, 2014). As such, this suggests important 
implications for teacher training curricular and programs.  
Impact and power of race and ethnicity in family-school relationships. It is important 
to note that within the parents’ discussions around an openness and acceptance towards White 
teachers, an aspect of unconscious internalized racism may have been at play (Carten, Siskind, & 
Pender Greene, 2016). For example, one parent put forth that “no way a Black teacher, which is 
very sad to say, is going to call your house on a Saturday.” This suggests the parent’s view and 
assumption that White teachers would take that extra step after school hours to reach out to a 
parent if needed, but that a Black teacher would not. This parent in fact worked with a Black 
teacher. She had a very good experience within the relationship, including feeling that the 
teacher did all she could to support and promote a constructive partnership. Therefore, this 
suggests the parent had unconsciously internalized a socially constructed pejorative view of 
Black teachers despite her experience to the contrary, and thus felt parents should be okay, and 
perhaps even should prefer, having a White teacher.  
At the same time, although parents voiced they would feel comfortable with their child’s 
teacher no matter their race or ethnicity, several spoke passionately to why they felt it was 
important for their child to have Black teachers. They contended that Black teachers were more 
likely to have a life experience similar to their own and therefore could understand both the child 
and parent better; in addition parents put forth that having Black teachers provided their children 
with a role model that “looks like them.” As noted, their beliefs within this speak to literature 
 
   
201 
that focuses on the power and importance of children having teachers that are from cultural 
backgrounds akin to their own (Egalite, Kisida, & Winters, 2015; Gershenson, Holt, & Papageorge, 
2016; Linsday & Hart, 2017). It also speaks to family-school partnership literature that highlights 
the importance of schools and educators being respectful and inclusive of the different cultural 
backgrounds of the families in their schools, whether in hiring practices, curriculum, artwork and 
posters around the school, and more. This is particularly true if teachers and school leadership’s 
race and ethnicity are not reflective of the school community they serve (Carten, Siskind, & 
Pender Greene, 2016; Francis, et al., 2016; Miller & Garran, 2008). In addition, it points to the 
importance of school leadership and educators not assuming expertise and knowledge in regards 
to experiences and views around race and ethnicity for those they serve, even if from similar 
backgrounds. Rather, they need to seek to learn about the experiences and beliefs of parents, 
families, and communities directly from them (Finn, 2016; Miller & Garran, 2008).  
  The impact of race and ethnicity within the school community was also revealed in 
conversations about the school principal, Ms. Robinson, and the Future Dreams director, Mr. 
Tanner. As presented in my findings, a majority of parents had very positive views and 
experiences of and with Ms. Robinson and Mr. Tanner, irrespective of their being White. 
Aligned with family-school partnership literature that points to the importance of respect and 
sincere caring within partnership relationships, the parents explained they felt this way because 
Ms. Robinson and Mr. Tanner were respectful, supportive, helpful, and passionate within their 
work with them. In addition, based on informal individual conversations I had with Ms. 
Robinson and Mr. Tanner, I offer this was also due to the extent both seek to embody the 
mindful practices around race and culture discussed above. However, a few parents noted 
negative views and experiences of Ms. Robinson, situating the reasons for this as perhaps 
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stemming from her race. Further, a few mentioned that some parents at the school perhaps did 
not seek relationship or partnership with either Ms. Robinson or Mr. Tanner because they were 
White. As will be presented in Chapter 8, this indicates a need to investigate more deeply how 
race and ethnicity impact both the willingness of parents to seek out family-school partnerships, 
and for those that do, how it impacts and influences the relationship and partnership building 
process and experience. Further, it also speaks to the importance of deeply nuanced school 
personnel training and engagement interventions that hold and take into account race and 
ethnicity and their impact within parent-school relationships and partnerships. 
Another area within the influence of race and ethnicity in the parents’ stories around their 
experiences within family-school partnerships was the at times complicated and difficult feelings 
some parents had with “outsiders” working in and supporting their community. As noted by the 
parents, both Ms. Robinson and Mr. Tanner were White and do not live in Creekwood. Although 
a majority of those interviewed like both, and feel and appreciate their passion and commitment 
to their community, their families, and their children, a few also voiced feelings of 
disappointment and/or of internalized racism within this. Sheryl spoke pointedly about this when 
stating that it is “unfortunate we can’t help our own” and therefore “others” need to come in to 
do it. This highlights that no matter if experiences are constructive and good, there are 
complicated feelings around, and there is impact from, race and ethnicity within family-school 
partnerships. Schools and educators must be mindful of this within their pursuit of fruitful 
partnerships.  
Lastly, it is important to mention that a majority of parents, when I first asked them how 
they found race and/or ethnicity to be impactful in the school as well as within their partnerships, 
had the initial response that everything was great and they had no concerns in this area. It was 
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only within the continued exploration and teasing out of their stories that a more nuanced 
presentation was revealed. As will be discussed within limitations of the study, this perhaps was 
partly due to my being White myself. Parents may have felt uncomfortable to fully reveal all 
they thought, felt, and experienced. This may in fact true be true. I offer that it may also speak to 
the complicated feelings that most in our society have around race and ethnicity and its impact 
on micro, mezzo, and macro levels. Therefore, this highlights the very important need for 
schools to create space and place to have discussions around race and ethnicity with the parents 
and families for whom they serve. In doing so, they will demonstrate in action their desire to 
foster authentic and productive family-school partnerships.   
Summary  
As presented and discussed, four influences within the family-school partnership 
relationships at Borough’s Future were revealed within the study parents’ interviews – Future 
Dreams Partnerships; Parents’ Active Belief in Parents’ Role in Education; Parent Knowledge 
and Opinion of Teacher Strategies, Curriculum, and Larger Education System; and Race and 
Ethnicity. Similar to the four relationships within the partnerships themselves, these four 
influences were distinctive while also overlapping within their impact in the larger family-school 
partnership experience. As discussed, it was important to tease apart and unpack each of these 
influences in order to better understand the views and experiences of and within the family-
school partnerships that these particular parents described. In doing so, in the lens of parent 
voice, we were afforded insight not only into the relationships themselves, but also into potential 
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CHAPTER 8: THE MISSING VOICE OF PARENTS IN FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
 Educators, social workers, and other professionals agree that family-school partnerships 
are an important strategy and tool in support of best outcomes for children. However, for a 
myriad of reasons, educators often struggle in forming these partnerships, particularly with low-
income Black parents. In seeking to strengthen and improve these partnerships, the critical voice 
of parents is largely missing from family-school partnership literature. In order to effectively 
foster, build, and make best use of family-school partnerships, parents’ voices must be brought 
into our discussions. With a particular focus on low-income Black parents, using a qualitative 
approach in the phenomenological tradition, this study aimed to do begin to do just this.  
In this chapter, based on the findings of relationships and influences within family-school 
partnerships gleaned from unpacking the study parents’ stories, I will discuss implications for 
practice and future research. I will also address the limitations of this research and how they 
were impactful within the study findings and my understanding of them. In doing so, I hope this 
study proves to be a step towards strengthening family-school partnerships in order that they are 
best able to support those they are intended for – children.  
Implications for Practice and Future Research 
A more inclusive model and framework of family-school partnerships  
   In order to best understand and strengthen family-school partnerships, leaders in the field 
have developed family-school partnership models and frameworks. However, most models and 
frameworks only include activities taking place in the school. They do not take into account 
activities parents are engaging in at home (Auerbach, 2001). The view that school involvement 
only takes place within the school building is framed in a dominant White middle-class narrative 
of what parent involvement is and looks like (Swap, 1993). As a result, models and frameworks 
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of family-school partnership that do not include parents’ home-based school-related activities, 
are in effect supporting a historically dominant White, middle-class assumption around how 
parents should work with and within schools (Auerbach, 2001).  
Many schools and educators falsely believe low-income Black parents are not actively 
involved in their children’s education if and/or when they are not actively involved within the 
school building itself (Doucet, 2008). As this study, as well as others (Auerbach, 2007; Doucet, 
2008; Walker 1996), reveal, one of the many ways low-income Black parents are active in their 
children’s schooling is in all they do at home with and for their child to actively promote and 
support their academic and overall wellbeing and development. As such, frameworks of family-
school partnership needs to include the activities parents are engaging in at home that are in 
support of their child’s schooling. In doing so, our family-school partnership models and 
frameworks will be more inclusive of how low-income Black parents, as well as other parents, 
are educationally involved and active for and with their children. With this more inclusive focus, 
schools and educators will remain curious about the activities parents are engaging in at home in 
support of their children’s education. Consequently, schools and educators may in fact learn that 
parents they believed were inactive because they were not readily active within the school 
building itself were actually active, just at home. As a result of this curiosity and learning, a 
fruitful avenue towards relationship and partnership within the school building may be borne. 
This study revealed an additional way models and frameworks can be strengthened in 
order to more fully understand and investigate family-school partnerships. Current models and 
frameworks largely focus on roles and activities that each stakeholder plays within these 
relationships. However, some of the models and frameworks focus more on involvement as 
opposed to authentic partnership. Further, some focus on an aspect of the family-school 
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relationship and partnership, for instance the parent and teacher, and not on all the various 
relationships within the larger context of family-school partnership that impact and inform each 
other. As the study findings revealed, both in content and in how I have chosen to organize them, 
there are four primary relationships that play a role within family-school partnerships: parent-
child, parent-school, parent-principal, and parent-teacher. These relationships should be included 
in family-school partnership models and frameworks. In addition, they should include the 
influences within these relationships, as is specific or particular to the school they are being used 
in. In this way, the models and frameworks themselves will more clearly reflect the many 
relationships and influences that together make up the larger family-school partnership entity. 
This will afford a more specific investigation and therefore understanding of each. This deeper 
and more nuanced understanding will improve our abilities to strengthen and make best use of 
family-school partnerships.   
Parent-Teacher Partnership 
Mindfully building towards partnership. The parent-teacher relationship is typically 
seen as the most important within family-school partnerships, and for good reason. For the study 
parents at Borough’s Future, the parent-teacher relationships and partnerships were extremely 
positive. Within this however, and important for practice, it appeared that the growing and 
developing of this relationship and partnership, for the most part, was quite organic, strongly 
promoted and supported by looping. In other words, but for a few parents, voiced expectations 
and needs were not specifically articulated. Rather, it seemed that they became implicitly 
understood with time as the relationship experience progressed and deepened. Since the parent-
teacher relationship is of such primary importance within the development and wellbeing of the 
child, and within the development and wellbeing of family-school partnership, it would benefit 
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all if the process of coming together in relationship and partnership was more mindfully 
explicated. For example, what are each of their needs within the relationship and partnership? 
What are their expectations? What are the agreed upon methods and modalities for 
communication? What, if any, are the boundaries within them? If time is taken to engage in these 
conversations around these questions and more, parents and teachers, together, will put in the 
foundational work from which a constructive relationship and partnership may by be built.  
Dedicating time to partnership building. In order for the above conversations to be 
made possible, schools and school leadership must carve out space and time for them to occur. I 
appreciate that due to the busy schedules of schools, and teachers, particularly at the start of the 
school year, finding this time may feel unwieldy. However, if time is used at the start of the 
school year towards this fostering and building of effective relationship and partnership, it will 
prove worth it as the year progresses. As demonstrated in the stories of the parents at Borough’s 
Future, strongly built relationship and partnership early on serves as a protective factor if and 
when disruption and/or discord occur in the parent-teacher relationships and partnership. In 
addition, the connection built results in greater parent inclination towards volunteering support to 
the teacher and/or classroom throughout the school year. 
Training and supervision. Some study parents spoke explicitly and/or implicitly to their 
awareness of the power and authority of their child’s teacher. This at times compromised 
parents’ feeling comfortable to fully share their feelings and/or concerns within and/or of the 
parent-teacher relationship and/or the teacher-child relationship. This points to the need for 
teachers to receive ongoing training, supervision, and/or mentorship around all that plays an 
impactful role within the parent-teacher relationship and partnership. This includes but is not 
limited to how they see and experience their innate power and authority within the parent-teacher 
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relationship, their thoughts and feelings on how parents engage in relationship with them, and 
what they, the teachers, as the primary power-holders in the relationship, can do and/or are doing 
to create space for parents to fully share all they are thinking, feeling, and/or experiencing within 
the working relationship. In addition, although the parents at Borough’s Future did not voice that 
issues around differences in positionality and/or social location were negatively impactful in 
their relationships and partnerships with the teachers, as in all relationships, they do play a role. 
Therefore, mindfulness around this, particularly in regards to race and ethnicity, should also be 
incorporated into teachers’ training and supervision.  
The power of teaching-learning. Too often schools and educators assume a deficit in 
parents, particularly low-income Black parents (Davies, 1988; Doucet, 2008; Patterson, Hale, & 
Stessman, 2008). Within this pathologized view, it is assumed that parents are not supporting 
their child’s education at home and/or do not know how to; as such, programs are developed to 
“teach” parents how to best support their child in their education (Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 
2005; Ogbu, 1990). Although it is true that many parents, not just low-income Black parents, 
would benefit from this guidance (Swap, 1993), this study highlights the falsity of assuming that 
low-income Black parents do not know how to provide support to their children nor are not 
actively engaged in their schooling, both at home and at school. Therefore, if schools and 
educators make the assumption of this “teaching” need, it is offensive at best, and racist and 
classist at worst (Grosfoguel, Oso, & Christou, 2014).  
Teachers, as well as the larger school entity, need to not assume and lead with a 
negatively held frame of thinking and understanding of parents. Rather, they need to do the exact 
opposite; hold a positively held frame that assumes parents are doing things at home to support 
their children’s learning and development. As such, schools and teachers need to seek to learn 
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from parents what those activities and behaviors are. By guiding their practice in this way, 
groundwork will be laid for the creation of relationship that is built in trust, mutuality, and 
respect. As a result, the needed groundwork for effective family-school partnerships to be built 
where teaching-learning, among other things, will be made possible (Finn, 2016).  
In addition to practice implications, research implications are also indicated. Although 
intrinsically it makes sense to believe that all described above will in fact lead to positively 
constructed relationship and partnership, we do not know this for sure. Therefore, future research 
is needed in and with schools and teachers that implement this approach to learn whether it does 
indeed bring about a productive relationship and partnership that proves to be of support to 
parents and their children.  
Race and ethnicity. The parents in this study universally reported that they had good 
relationships and partnerships with their teachers. Many reported that their teachers’ race or 
ethnicity was not impactful one way or the other within this. Rather, what was most important 
was the quality of their teaching in concert with their ability to form relationship and partnership 
with them. However, several parents voiced powerfully how and why it was important for their 
children to have Black teachers, as well as to see others that were Black in leadership positions at 
the school. In having these role models, parents put forth that their children’s positive sense of 
self, as well as sense of aspiration, would be fostered and nurtured. This points to important 
practice implications for schools in their hiring practices. As voiced by the parents, they do not 
need nor expect all teachers and those in school leadership positions to be a mirror reflection of 
their families’ race and ethnicity; and, it is important that many are. Therefore, schools need to 
be mindful to hire a teaching and overall school staff that is racially and ethnically diverse, and 
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where possible, reflects the community with which they serve. This also has research 
implications.  
Although the parents interviewed stated that race and ethnicity was not negatively or 
positively impactful in their parent-teacher relationships, parents may not have felt fully 
comfortable to share their feelings because I am White. Therefore, research is needed to more 
fully investigate and understand the role race and ethnicity plays within the parent-teacher 
relationship and partnership in order to be best able to work towards strengthening them for all 
families served. Within this research, particularly given that the majority of the public school 
teaching staff is White (Department of Education, 2016), it is important to investigate and 
unpack when and how White teachers, as well as White school leadership staff, are successfully 
able to build relationship and partnership with Black parents and families despite the historical 
and ever-present White supremacy Black parents and their families face in the education system 
as well as in larger society. As the study findings reveal, the fostering and building of effective 
and constructive relationship and partnership is possible between White teachers, White 
principals, and other White staff in leadership positions and the Black parents, families, and 
communities they serve. Just as we need to hold, unpack, and learn from these relationships if 
and when they are not working, we also need to hold, unpack, and learn from when they are. In 
doing so, we will be afforded multiple avenues of possibility in more fully understanding the 
depth, breadth, and nuances of these relationships and partnerships in pursuit of increasing our 
ability to use them more effectively.   
Multiple avenues and opportunities for partnership. In addition to how parents and 
teachers engage in partnership, this study highlighted multiple mechanisms in place for this 
partnership to take place through face-to-face communication. For the study parents, one of the 
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most mentioned and widely used was the time during morning student drop-off and afternoon 
student pick-up. However, for parents whose schedules precluded their ability to be at school 
during these times, or if they were there but were not able to stay long enough for a discussion, a 
significant opportunity for relationship and partnership building was lost to them. It is important 
for schools and teachers to be mindful of this fact. In doing so, they can develop alternative 
strategies so other opportunities for connection are made possible. In concert, or alternatively, for 
parents that are not able to readily access this face-to-face opportunity, teachers and schools can 
be mindful to use other non face-to-face strategies already in place, such as calling and/or 
texting, more often. In this way, parents that cannot have an active presence at school will not be 
penalized for this by having their parent-teacher partnerships compromised. However, as will be 
discussed further, in implementing these practices, schools must consider how to handle and 
support teachers in order to ensure their primary role as educators for students, as well as their 
official work day hours, are not unduly compromised.    
Communication and technology. A communication strategy that was noted by parents 
interviewed, and that is increasingly used throughout the U.S. in parent-teacher relationships 
(Gilgore, 2015), is cellphones or smartphones. Although cellphones and smartphones create a 
ripe opportunity for communication and connection between parent and teachers, 
understandably, this strategy can also be rife, particularly when taking into account issues around 
access and boundaries (Gilgore, 2015). This has implications for both practice and research. In 
regards to practice, schools and teachers that use cellphone communication with parents would 
benefit early on with creating mutually agreed upon boundaries and guidelines around that use. 
Further, in regards to research, targeted studies are needed, from both the perspective of the 
school and teachers as well as of parents, as to the ways in which using cellphone 
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communication is in support of relationship and partnership and where it is counter to it. In this 
way, we can work towards making best use of this technology in pursuit of constructive family-
school partnerships. In addition, since more and more is expected of teachers in the public school 
system every day (Harris, 2016), within this use of technology, we must work to guard against 
overtaxing teachers. If we do not, it will lead to lower teacher satisfaction as well as higher 
teacher burnout. Therefore, specific research is needed on how the use of cellphones and other 
technology-driven communication mediums such as email are impacting teachers in their work.  
Looping. The unique use of looping at Borough’s Future has significant implications for 
practice and future research within family-school partnerships. As previously discussed, looping 
refers to the practice of a class of students remaining with the same teacher, typically, for two 
grades or academic years in a row. Borough’s Future has expanded upon this practice. Their 
looping strategy entails a class of students, with few exceptions, remaining with the same teacher 
from kindergarten through the 5th-grade, their entire time at the school. It was clear from the 
parents’ narratives that looping was a powerful mechanism in place that supported the building 
of effective parent-teacher relationships and partnerships. It also supported children’s academic, 
behavioral, and socio-emotional functioning and development. However, more targeted research 
is needed to explore more in depth the strengths and struggles within this approach, from the 
perspective of all stakeholders. For example, we understand how some parents experience it –  
• Is this experience an anomaly of the twelve parents interviewed, or is this a larger 
scope experience?  
• Further, what are the teachers’ experiences within this approach?  
• How, from their perspective does it promote and/or hinder the building and fostering 
of constructive partnership?  
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• Further, in specific to their teaching, how does growing with their class with each 
successive grade impact their needs and/or experience of and in their teaching?  
Finally, from the school leadership perspective –  
1. What are the strengths and obstacles within this approach?  
2. How do they manage them?  
Seeking to unearth the answers to these questions and more will allow us to more deeply 
understand this unique looping strategy. In doing so, we will be able to more fully understand the 
strengths and limitations of it in pursuit of best family-school partnerships. We will also be able 
to best support other schools that may want to try to replicate it.  
Bringing the focus to how looping may speak to a need for many children served in 
schools, some trauma and loss literature looks at how individuals and communities that have 
experienced trauma and/or loss, particularly repeatedly so, often struggle to form and build 
relationships with others (Carten, Siskind, & Pender Greene, 2016; Jenkins, 2002). 
Understandable issues around trust, vulnerability, change, and transition are impactful in a more 
profound way than for those that have not had to contend with loss and/or trauma at this level. 
For children, this history of experience can make the transition from one school year to the next, 
and the imbedded losses within them when they change teachers and classmates each year, that 
much more acute thus adversely impacting their school-related functioning and development 
(Carten, Siskind, & Pender Greene, 2016). Although all the families and children that attend 
Borough’s Future may not have personally experienced loss and/or trauma, one can argue that 
due to the imbedded racialized society they encountered and traversed every day, one in which 
they were often targeted for violence among other things, they experienced vicarious trauma and 
loss daily. The unique looping strategy at Borough’s Future that had children retain the same 
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teacher and same classmates from Kindergarten – 5th-grade may have guarded against this 
trauma and loss, thus increasing the possibility for improved functioning and development across 
all areas. In doing so, it perhaps also strengthened family-school partnerships because parents 
felt and saw that their child was effectively supported and thus thriving. Studies are needed to 
learn whether this was in fact the case. If it is, this is a powerful and significant mechanism that 
other schools can use in support of providing best support to some of our most vulnerable 
children. In doing so, it may also prove to be of best support towards building and fostering 
constructive relationship and partnership with their families. 
Parent-Principal Partnership 
The power and importance of relationship. The majority of the families in this study 
felt the principal was effective in her efforts towards building relationships and partnerships with 
them. This was accomplished through what families experienced to be an authentic and 
respectful reaching out to them within her engagement and partnering efforts. This was also 
accomplished through her leadership skills that they felt resulted in her creating a school culture 
and environment that was accepting and inclusive of all the families that attended. They further 
believed this was accomplished by her ensuring the school used an array of programing and 
teaching modalities that promoted and developed all students academically, behaviorally, and 
socio-emotionally, as well as one that sought to provide holistic support of parents and families. 
At times, principals, understandably, get caught up in the bureaucratic responsibilities of their 
job – programming, staffing, funding, etc. (Tucker & Codding, 2002). However, the findings 
indicate that the parents interviewed found the principals’ efforts to provide quality 
programming, also to be understood as her bureaucratic responsibility efforts, as equally 
important as her ongoing efforts to seek relationship and partnership. Therefore, the study 
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findings point to the importance for principals, akin to Ms. Robinson, to be equally mindful to 
consistently make efforts to engage and build partnerships with the families they serve as they 
are to their bureaucratic responsibility efforts.  
Mindful awareness and use of power. There were a few parents in this study that, 
although actively engaged with the principal, did not fully share their constructive feelings 
and/or concerns with her. Parents were aware of the inherent power the principal had. Within 
this, some voiced concern of saying something that would either offend the principal and/or 
make her think ill of them. This underscores that even when parents and principals have built 
positive relationship and partnership, parents may not always be fully forthright. Therefore, to 
make mindful use their power, principals might find it fruitful to demonstrate to parents that they 
are open to constructive feedback by exploring with them how, where, and why they feel and/or 
experience there to be openings for the sharing of their input, both positive and critical, and how, 
where, and why they feel and/or experience there to be obstacles within the sharing of their 
input. If parents have a positive experience within this exchange, it would hopefully lead to their 
feeling increasingly comfortable to more fully share their thoughts, ideas, and/or concerns 
moving forward. Alternatively, or in addition, as two parents spoke to, an anonymous suggestion 
box might prove helpful, as parents would be afforded a space to share their feelings and 
concerns without the fear that it would leave them in a negative light.   
Although not explicitly identified as a reason for their hesitancy to share constructive 
feedback, the power imbalance inherent between the parents and the principal that was magnified 
by their differences in race may have played a role. Further, this, combined with the too oft 
historical and present day mistreatment of Black and other racially marginalized communities 
within and by predominantly White school leadership in public schools, might explain some of 
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the negative dynamics that occurred between one parent interviewed and the school principal. To 
note, given the principal’s mindfulness of her positionality and its impact within her role, and 
given the fact that a majority of parents expressed positive feelings and experiences of and with 
her, this parents’ experience may in fact highlight more about the parent themselves and less 
about the principal or about the dynamics between them. Still, important practice implications 
for principals are highlighted. On-going training and supervision that seeks to support principals 
in their engagement and communication skills with parents and families that is mindful of and 
inclusive towards the multiple positionalities and social locations of all those in the school 
community is needed. Further, as school leaders, principals would greatly benefit from ongoing 
training, supervision, and/or mentorship in order to be mindful of their authority, how it impacts 
familial experience of and with them, and how they can best work with and within this authority 
to best promote constructive family-school partnerships at their school.  
Family-School Partnership 
Office staff. In looking at the study families’ relationships to the school as an entity, 
practice and research implications were revealed. As the gateway staff of schools, the findings 
point to the extremely significant role office staff played within parents’ experiences of and with 
Borough’s Future. Parents that had negative experiences with office staff reported this adversely 
impacted their belief in and experience of the school. They also reported it resulted in a lack of 
desire to partner with the school as a larger entity and/or an actual decision made not to do so. 
This points to very important practice implications regarding staff training and supervision. 
School leadership needs to ensure that office staff has periodic staff training and ongoing 
supervision focused on engagement, communication, and work with parents and families. 
Further, integral within this training and supervision is a focus on how both staffs’ and the 
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schools’ families’ positionality and social location are impactful and important to be mindful of 
within the work. As noted by Carten, Siskind, and Pender Greene (2016), this is not the kind of 
training and support that can be provided as a one-time workshop; it must be an ongoing 
integrated component of staff training, for the entire staff, not just those in the front office.  
The parents’ negative experiences with office staff at Borough’s Future also points to 
implications for future research. Schools and educators, as well as researchers, spend a lot of 
time and energy trying to figure out how to engage and work with parents and families that are 
choosing not to form relationship or partnership with schools. Research into the specific impact 
and role office staff play in this phenomenon could prove helpful in working to understand why 
some families are deciding against relationship and partnership. This research could then shed 
light on how to effect positive change within this phenomenon. Further, although not specifically 
spoken to by the parents in this study, and therefore not included in the findings, Parent 
Coordinators typically play a significant role in a school’s efforts towards partnership with 
families (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007); as such, research into their actions and 
behaviors and how they support and/or impede efforts made towards building constructive 
family-school partnerships is also suggested.  
After school program staff. A less significant though still important finding in this study 
was how two parents’ negative experiences with after-school program teaching staff negatively 
impacted their family-school partnership experiences. This included a rupture in relationship 
between a parent and after-school teacher, as well as a decision to no longer have a child 
participate in an after-school program offering. In an informal conversation with the principal, I 
learned that many of the after-school teachers are also full-time teachers during the day. As hard 
as teachers work during regular school-day hours, one has to take into consideration that their 
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energy and patience may at times be compromised at the end of the regular school day. If so, it is 
not hard to imagine that their abilities in communicating and working with children and parents 
may be compromised during after-school programming hours. As such, this suggests that 
principals need to institute practice, and the DOE needs to institute policy, which provides breaks 
and other mechanisms of support for teachers in order to best foster and promote their ability to 
effectively support parents and children, and family-school partnerships.  
Engagement and communication. The study findings point to how important it is for 
schools to actively communicate and engage with families and the larger school community 
using multi-prong strategies throughout the academic year. In addition, they also point to the 
importance of creating space and place for parent feedback and for then sharing with parents’ 
thoughts about and results of that feedback. In doing so, as Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies 
(2007) suggest, schools need to mindfully and actively reflect upon the approaches they are 
using and the positive and/or negative impact they are having. In this way, they will be best 
positioned to be creative and flexible within the work as needed. One avenue schools can pursue 
in support of this is using Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies (2007) book, Beyond the bake 
sale: The essential guide to family-school partnership, to assist them in thinking about and 
developing their strategies and activities towards building productive family-school partnerships.  
As put forth by Doucet (2008), Morris (1999), and Walker (1996), and demonstrated in 
the study findings, schools, particularly those in racially and ethnically marginalized 
communities, need to embrace the communities and neighborhoods in which they reside. This 
holds practice implications for schools. Schools need to ask themselves, what are we actively 
doing to demonstrate to our families and to our neighborhood that we embrace them and see our 
school as an integral piece of the larger community puzzle? Further, how can we incorporate 
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parent and family input within our generating of ideas of how to do this and/or within our 
actualization of those ideas? By thinking in this way, schools will be able to mindfully build their 
schools such that it holds and embraces that the school is a fully integrated part of the 
neighborhood and community. In doing so, schools will work towards building parent and family 
relationship and partnership steeped in mutuality and respect.  
Race and ethnicity. Race and ethnicity was an impactful influence in the lives of the 
parents interviewed, and therefore within their relationship to and with Borough’s Future and its 
staff. This suggests important areas of focus for practice and future research. In regards to 
practice, as noted in literature (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Epstein & Salinas, 2003; Tran, 2014), 
and supported in this study’s findings, trust, respect, and inclusion of the myriad of cultural and 
ethnic backgrounds of the families that make-up a school community is paramount for building 
positive partnerships. As such, schools need to actively engage in conversation around race, 
ethnicity, and culture with the families they serve, including but not limited to its impact within 
the school and the relationships therein. Further, in this practice, schools and educators should 
not assume expertise about and of families’ views and experiences, but rather remain open and 
curious to learn about it from them (Epstein & Salinas, 2004; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & 
Davies, 2007). For example, schools and educators should ask parents and families how they 
self-identify their race and ethnicity, not assume they know. Further, they should seek to 
understand their self-identifying beyond the mere label. As demonstrated within the discussion 
of the study findings, a label only gives a partial window into how a person constructs and thinks 
about their race and ethnicity. By holding this stance of curiosity, schools and educators will 
learn more about the parents and children they serve, thus improving their ability to foster 
respectful and inclusive family-school partnerships with them.   
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 The study parents interviewed born in the U.S. and outside the U.S. at times had different 
constructions around race and ethnicity and/or in their experience and/or views of it within larger 
U.S. society, in the school, and/or in their parenting. This suggests an avenue for future family-
school partnership research. Too often in the U.S., particularly at times within research and 
education, there is an assumption of sameness of experience for Black parents and families 
(Miller & Garran, 2008; Scheurich, 2002). The study findings highlight that this is a false 
conjecture. In efforts to better understand construction and processes within family-school 
partnerships, across and within all relationships in the hopes of improving them, research is 
needed on how family-school partnership construction and experience perhaps differs within the 
varied ethnic and cultural groups within the Black community, as well as within other racially 
marginalized communities. In doing so, research should investigate whether or not there are any 
trends within found differences that could help shed light on particular obstacles faced in 
building effective family-school partnerships, particularly for those families deemed “hard to 
reach.”  
Parent-teacher association (PTA). PTA’s are often used for building towards 
constructive family-school partnerships. As presented, the PTA at Borough’s Future was not a 
mechanism that supported and/or impeded this process. Many schools in largely White, 
economically well-off communities hold a lot of power in schools, using that power to enact a 
partnership on their behalf (Woyshner, 2009). Since PTAs were initially formed to give voice 
and power to parents in partnership with their schools, if other schools in low-income racially 
and/or ethnically marginalized communities are having similar experiences as Borough’s Future, 
it suggests research is needed to investigate if PTAs are in fact functioning as their initial intent 
within all school communities. Further, if they are not, research is needed as to why that is and 
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what can be done, in partnership with families, to create change within this. This will support the 
ability of all parents and families to have PTAs, should they so choose, as a mechanism for 
power and voice in their children’s school.  
School-based support programs and services. The study findings supported school-
based practice literature that contends the power and possibility in providing holistic services to 
children and families in schools. Within this, in regards to the services provided to parents, the 
findings point to the need for both schools and the school-based programs to be mindful that 
their program’s service provision schedule accommodates the scheduling needs of as many 
families at the school as possible; in this way, more families than not will be able to access the 
support they want and/or need.  
In addition to supporting the effective provision of services to families and children at 
Borough’s Future, Future Dreams promoted and fostered their family-school partnerships. It 
appeared that the uniquely integrated relationship between Borough’s Future and Future Dreams, 
and the high buy-in that the school principal and the program director had towards the need for a 
fully functioning partnership between the school and program, created the space for this 
phenomenon. As such, this has implications for schools and school-based support programs 
regarding the importance of co-creation and integration of service and practice. However, to 
accomplish this, school staff and program staff need to do the at times difficult work of building, 
fostering, and nurturing their relationship in order to build towards this effective partnership in 
best support of families. Some schools and school-based programs may need support in this 
process. As such, they may need to access outside consultants trained to support this work. This 
may be financially untenable for schools with limited funding. Therefore, school funding 
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mechanisms need to be broadened to provide needed monies so that schools and school-based 
programs can function to their fullest potential.  
Curriculum. The stories of the parents interviewed offer us insight into practice and 
future research needs regarding curriculum, particularly with low-income Black parents and 
families and/or other parents and families marginalized in dominant White society. As presented, 
the parents interviewed were not fully sharing their thoughts and feelings on the school’s 
curriculum, specifically in regards to how Black, as well as other racially and/or ethnically 
marginalized groups and communities, histories and/or peoples were not being included in the 
teaching of their children. This revealed a missed opportunity within their family-school 
partnerships.  
As presented in the Curriculum Enrichment Model (Swap, 1993), positively accessing 
parent input and support on curriculum, particularly for typically unrepresented and/or ill 
represented communities and groups, can prove to be an effective strategy for strengthening 
family-school partnerships as well as for improving the scope of learning that students receive. 
As such, this has implications for both practice and research. One critique of the Curriculum 
Enrichment Model of partnership is how it can be unwieldy and/or overly time consuming. 
However, given its benefits, and how clear the study parents’ opinions were around important 
gaps in curriculum in this area, it suggests that schools should look for different ways to garner 
parent feedback and/or suggestions regarding curriculum needs that are both manageable and 
time efficient. In this way schools will create the space for respecting and honoring the diverse 
group of families they serve. In doing so, they will strengthen and make better use of their 
family-school partnerships.  
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This also has implications for research. For instance, for schools that do seek to foster 
partnership through curriculum enrichment in this way, what are their experiences within this? 
For example, how do they go about it? What is helpful? What are the obstacles? How do they 
find it impacts their partnerships? How do they find it impacts the learning and development of 
their students? By investigating these questions and more, we will be better able to understand 
how to make best use of curriculum enhancing models as a means for improving family-school 
partnerships, as well as for supporting schools to teach beyond the status quo.  
Harnessing parent power. The parents interviewed at Borough’s Future had a strong 
sense of personal agency that they used and enacted within their relationships and partnerships at 
the school. Further, at times it appeared they sought to foster and develop the personal agency in 
parents that were inactive at the school so that they would become active. Although those 
interviewed in the study were a small and self-selected group of parents that do not reflect the 
full depth and breadth of parent experience at Borough’s Future, their sense of personal agency 
and the multiple ways this showed up in their relationships and partnerships points to 
implications for future family-school partnership practice and research. As noted by Curry and 
Holter (2015), parent peer mentorship can prove to be a powerful tool and resource for schools, 
particularly in regards to family-school partnerships. Although the parents in this study were not 
engaged in formal mentorship, their informal relationships and/or interactions as described 
above, speak to the concept of mentorship, and the parents’ desire and/or willingness towards 
this role. Therefore, in regards to practice, parent peer mentorship may prove to be a ripe avenue 
to explore and pursue both to strengthen partnership with parents with whom schools have 
already built this relationship with, as well as towards fostering and developing it with parents 
with whom schools have been unsuccessful within these efforts.  
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Additionally, the idea of parent-peer mentorship points to two areas for future research. 
First, for schools that decide to use parent-peer mentorship as a means towards increased family-
school partnership, what is the experience within this for all relevant stakeholders and does it 
indeed prove successful? Second, research needs to investigate what, besides and/or in addition 
to unearned societal social capital, results in parents, particularly low-income and/or racially 
and/ethnically marginalized parents, having a strong sense of agency that they effectively bring 
to use within their relationships and partnerships in and with schools. In understanding this 
phenomenon, in pursuit of strengthening all family-school partnerships, it will help us better 
understand why schools have greater success in developing effective family-school partnerships 
with some families more than others.    
Lastly, many of the study parents had strong feelings about aspects of the larger 
education system, including but not limited to zoning, testing, funding, and the impact of charter 
schools. Grassroots community organizing is a strategy often used to support increased use of 
parent voice and power to effect needed change within the public education system, particularly 
to address and counter inequities experienced by economically, racially, and/or marginalized 
communities (Fabricant, 2011; Mediratta, Shah, and McAlister, 2009; Zachary, 1988). The 
passionate views and powerful voices of those interviewed, combined with their strong 
connection to and belief in their school, as well as some of their fervid beliefs in the power of 
collective parent voice, suggests a ripe and untapped avenue to strengthen family-school 
partnerships as well as to strengthen the larger school community. If schools create space and 
place, as well as provide support, so parents are able to come together around larger inequities 
they see within public education, schools will actively demonstrate to parents that they believe 
these inequities exist as well, and do not agree with them. In this way, particularly for a school 
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leaderships that is largely White and middle-class and working in targeted communities, they 
will convey that they truly see, support, and are committed to the communities they reside in, 
something which parents interviewed voiced as an expectation and need of them. Thus, family-
school partnerships will be strengthened. Further, perhaps families that are not readily actively 
involved and/or partnering with the school may become more open to do so, thus fostering a 
gateway for a relationship and partnership that had yet to be. Finally, the school itself, by 
harnessing and supporting collective parent voice and power, will be supported and strengthened, 
and hopefully so too will the larger system of which they are a part.  
Limitations of Study 
As in all research, there were limitations within this study. As will be discussed, this was 
most impactful in regards to transferability of findings, potential risks to conformability, 
recruitment struggles, uniformity of study participants, and potential loss of depth within some 
study findings. While holding that these limitations existed, they do not take away from the 
important voices and stories of the study parents, and all that was learned from them.  
Limits of Transferability  
As is the nature of qualitative research, particularly for a dissertation study conducted by 
one researcher, breadth of findings was substituted for depth. Therefore, the study took place in 
one school with specific inclusion requirements in regards socioeconomics, race and ethnicity, 
and the grade of the child of the interviewed parent. This inclusion requirement was needed in 
order to fully investigate the phenomenon being researched – family-school partnerships with 
low-income Black parents. Still, due to the study school being located in a specific geographic 
neighborhood within a borough of New York City, one that is identified as one of the poorest 
and least served, transferability of the findings is somewhat limited. In addition, it is further 
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limited because the school serves only elementary students, and does so within a progressive 
educational frame, a rarity within public elementary schools in New York City. However, this 
limit of transferability does not diminish the quality or nuance of all that was learned about the 
study parents’ perspectives of their experiences in working to build relationship and partnership 
at Borough’s Future. Therefore, the implications for practice and future research gleaned from 
the findings is still of import.  
Risks to Conformability 
 In qualitative research, the researcher uses themselves as a human instrument. As such, 
conformability, or the degree to which one can trust that the findings are shaped by the 
respondent and the not the researcher, is put into question. To strengthen conformability, I 
sought for transparency in this study by presenting my positionality and social location, current 
family configurations, and work history, and how this shapes my perspective within the scope of 
family-school partnerships. Further, throughout the research process, I used noted strategies to 
support conformability in qualitative research. I took field notes, used a reflexive journal, and 
shared and discussed my thoughts and experiences of and about the research and its findings 
with my dissertation chair, other committee members, and mentors. In addition, I used 
triangulation within the data collection process through a conducted focus group with study 
parents, as well as informally shared with parents the final results of the study. The parents 
voiced agreement with what I had taken away and understood from their stories. Further, I also 
informally shared my findings with the school principal; she voiced that her experience from the 
school perspective is akin to much of what the parents shared from their perspective. This 
suggests a considerable level of “truth value” in the study findings.  
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Recruitment Struggles 
I came to this study with experience with parents and students from racially marginalized 
and low-income communities. I had experienced that parents often felt helpless, accused, and/or 
victimized by school personnel. Although I was not working for the school in this study, there 
was a risk that parents would associate me with the school or official/professional decision-
making. As such, I understood that parents might have an initial distrust of me. In addition, I 
understood that the racial and/or actual and/or perceived socio-economic and/or age differences 
between myself, a White woman in her 40’s, and the parents was a potential barrier to building 
rapport and trust and thus a potential barrier within the recruitment process.  
In pursuit of robust recruitment, and towards building trust in relationship with the study 
participants and the larger school community, I was continuously mindful of how I formally and 
informally interacted, engaged, and spoke with parents and school staff at all levels. Historically, 
one of the ways that dominant White society has sought to oppress Black Americans is to 
demonstrate their power over them by insisting that Black Americans call them by their last 
names, no matter their age, while White Americans called Black Americans by their first name, 
no matter their age (Wilkerson, 2010). Aware of this history, and as a White woman seeking to 
show respect within the recruitment process as well in the ongoing building of relationship 
process with study participants and the school community, I was mindful in my use of names. 
When speaking with parents, community members, and school staff, I always referred to them as 
Miss/Mrs./Mr. with their last name, only referring to them by their first name if they asked me 
to. I also advised them, should they wish to, to please call me by my first name. In addition to my 
conscious use of names, as appropriate, I shared a bit of myself in pursuit of co-creation of 
relationship. For example, when in context to the conversation and/or when asked, I made small 
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personal disclosures about my status as a student, some of my work history, that I am a mother, 
and the ages of my children. Further, when initiated by others, I engaged in conversations about 
daily life, work, current events, and more.  
Despite these steps made in pursuit of building new and ongoing rapport within the 
school community, and despite a consistent and profound level of support from school leadership 
and staff, the Future Dreams director, and the study parents, it proved difficult to successfully 
engage and recruit participants into this study. Due to the history of mistreatment within research 
and by researchers, Black Americans often have a deep mistrust of research and researchers and 
therefore can be difficult to successfully recruit into studies (Scharff, et al., 2010). This can be 
particularly true in settings, such as schools, where there is a history of marginalized and 
oppressive treatment. As such, this may have impeded the study recruitment. Further, the 
multiple stressors and constraints that many of the families at the school were experiencing due 
to financial and/or other hardships as a result of systemic individual and community-wide 
marginalization and oppression on multiple levels and in multiple spheres of their lives, may 
have impacted recruitment as well (Finn & Jacobson, 2003). As noted by one parent in the study, 
if you are struggling to provide even a minimum of standard of living for your family, this 
understandably consumes your time, energy, and focus. This speaks to the fact that many types 
and forms of intervention, including but not limited to those within the realm of education, are 
needed to fully address, combat, and dismantle the institutionalized systems in place that target 
and oppress marginalized individuals, families, and communities. 
In addition to the above, mistrust of me and/or protectiveness of the school may have also 
hindered recruitment. For example, although I advised those I spoke with that the principal was 
in support of the study in the hopes that she and the school leadership could learn from parents 
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what the school could do better to form family-school partnerships, with no relationship with me, 
and depending on their lived experiences with the school leadership, some parents may or may 
not have believed this. For instance, one morning when I was at the front of the school doing 
recruitment during morning student drop-off, the principal came out to see me. A parent had 
come to her stating that there was someone out front attempting to enroll families from their 
school for a new charter school. The parent wanted to make sure the principal knew this so the 
principal could make sure they were told to leave. I never mentioned charter schools, or a desire 
to start a new school, and in fact had stated that I was there with the principal’s permission. 
However, this was not what was heard or understood by this parent. This perhaps speaks to the 
school’s history of being a ‘failing school’ that was closed and then re-opened under new 
leadership, and the families feeling protective of this new leadership. It could also speak to 
families’ knowledge and experience of the national and local push to open more charter schools 
for which they may not be in support of. Whatever the underlying reason of this parent’s distrust 
of me and protectiveness of the school was, it points to another potential reason I experienced 
difficulties in study recruitment.  
Recruitment could have also proved difficult because, as in many schools, it appeared 
there were small cohorts of parents that were friendly with one another, and not all of these 
cohorts readily engaged with each other. Within the use of snowball sampling, parents, for the 
most part, referred friends from their small cohort, and not outside it. Therefore, some of the 
recruitment obstacles encountered may have stemmed from the possibility I tapped into one or 
two of these smaller cohorts, and not more. Further, within this, some parents may have been 
experiencing financial and/or other hardships thus making them less inclined, either due to lack 
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of time and/or emotional energy, to participate, even if they were friendly with those parents that 
already interviewed.  
Holding all the above, recruitment could also have been difficult because this is a 
difficulty experienced in the school itself. The principal and others that work at the school, in 
addition to the study parents, were not overly surprised at the recruitment difficulties I 
encountered. They voiced they experienced similar obstacles in securing parent attendance at 
school curriculum nights, informational and/or support meetings, PTA meetings, and more. In 
fact, one of the reasons the principal was so open to this research being conducted was to help 
her in understanding what the school was and was not doing well within their relationship 
building with families in order to improve upon it. Her hope, among other things, was that this 
would result in more families attending events and/or meetings. Therefore, the difficulties 
experienced within recruitment were partly a reflection of a phenomenon already occurring at the 
school, thereby mirroring an obstacle within family-school partnership itself – engagement.  
Ultimately, the recruitment struggles in this study points to a continued need for the 
research community to be patient, flexible, and creative within the recruitment process, 
particularly when seeking to gain knowledge of and from low-income Black individuals, 
families, and communities. Further, in doing so, researchers must be open to new strategies as 
they become available, particularly if they are learned and/or offered from the community 
participants themselves that are being researched (Taylor, 2009).  
Uniformity of Study Participants 
As a result of the difficulties experienced in participant recruitment, this phase of the 
study ended after one calendar year with just twelve parents interviewed. As is evident in the 
study findings, these twelve parents were quite actively engaged in both relationship and 
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partnership with the school. Therefore, this study was not afforded the important perspective of 
parents that struggled greatly within their family-school partnerships at Borough’s Future and/or 
the parents that chose not to engage in relationship and/or partnership at all. This was extremely 
unfortunate because their critical voice is missing from the study findings and therefore from the 
resulting implications for practice and future research.  
However, as put forth by Guest, Bust, & Johnson (2006), saturation in qualitative studies 
typically occurs after twelve interviews. As this was the number of participants in this study, it 
suggests that although there was a missing critical voice, the findings that were garnered from 
the shared stories of the parent participants hold an important degree of credibility and 
dependability. Further, as is evident throughout the discussion of the findings as well as in their 
implications for practice and future research, there is much to be learned from the study parents’ 
family-school partnership experiences. Further, because this learning is held and framed in 
parents’ voice and perspective, it brings a new depth of understanding within family-school 
partnerships that, for the most part, has yet to be given a platform – that of the parents.  
Potential Loss of Depth in Some Study Findings 
  In order to unearth a complexity of understanding within qualitative research, the 
researcher needs to gain proximity and develop rapport. Although I believe I was successful 
within this aspect of the research, as evidenced by all the study participants shared with me 
within their stories, including but limited to personal histories of loss and/or trauma, as well as 
how they voiced their overall comfort-level with me, how they enjoyed the interview, were 
pleased the study was taking place at the school, sought to support the study by referring others, 
and more, a fuller depth of rapport may have been compromised for two reasons. First, given the 
scope of the study, I was only able to meet one-on-one with each participant once. If given the 
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opportunity for more individual interviews, overtime, increased rapport would have been made 
possible. In this, parents may have shared a fuller telling of their views and experiences of 
family-school partnership at Borough’s Future. Secondly, I am White. Although the parents 
voiced that my race did not negatively impact their experience and/or ability to be open within 
their interview, one has to wonder what role, if any, this in fact played within their sharing of 
their stories, particularly in regards to how race and ethnicity was impactful within their family-
school partnerships. As such, this speaks to a potential limitation in the depth of study findings. 
To counter this limitation in future research, participatory action research (PAR) may prove to be 
better suited for studies that aim to understand low-income Black parents’ views and experiences 
within their family-school partnerships, particularly if/when the researcher is White. If PAR is 
employed, it may prove to be an important vehicle for strengthening proximity and rapport 
throughout the research process, positively impacting the depth of study findings. In addition, it 
may also positively impact the study participant recruitment process as well.  
Conclusion 
 Family-school partnerships are seen as an important vehicle for supporting and 
promoting best outcomes for children. Unfortunately, schools and educators are not equally 
successful in forming these partnerships with all parents and families, particularly low-income 
Black families. This lack of partnership perhaps exacerbates the Black-White achievement gap 
as well as perpetuates a marginalized and targeted experience many Black families have in 
public schools, as well as other institutions in the U.S. In seeking to strengthen family-school 
partnerships in pursuit of improved outcomes for children, researchers, educators, policy makers, 
and others, have sought the perspectives and input of important stakeholders within school 
communities such as school leadership personnel, social workers, teachers, and more. Strikingly, 
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a critical if not most important stakeholder perspective within family-school partnerships has 
largely been unsought – that of the parents. As a result, their voice and experience has not been 
included in educators’ and field experts’ work towards better understanding partnerships as well 
as work towards seeking to strengthen them.  
The purpose and aim of this study was to bring this missing voice of parents, specifically 
those of low-income Black parents, into the family-school partnership conversation. In doing so, 
we learned from their stories and therefore from their perspective, what they expected and 
needed from schools within their family-school partnership relationships, and what this looked 
and felt like when it was actualized, as well a bit about when it was not. In addition, through their 
sharing, the parents in this study revealed what a smart, thoughtful, aware, and committed group 
they were – the opposite of too many others’ expectations and beliefs of parents from racially 
and economically marginalized families and communities. Further, steeped in the school 
leadership’s belief in and of parents, and acting accordingly, we learned about some mechanisms 
that were in place that made possible a fostering of effective family-school relationship and 
partnership, and what could be improved upon within this. Finally, from this deepening of 
understanding, we were able to glean implications for practice and future research. 
I acknowledge that this is one small study. Therefore, although powerful and important 
voices were heard, more are needed. It is therefore essential for others to follow this research by 
also seeking to investigate and include parents’ voice and perspective in their unpacking of and 
pursuit towards improving family-school partnerships. In doing so, my hope is that a critical 
mass of parent experience and perspective, principally of parents marginalized and targeted 
within our public school system and larger society, is heard and listened to so we can improve 
outcomes for children through our best use of family-school partnerships. As powerfully stated 
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in this study by Lateesha, the collective power of parents’ voices can accomplish a tremendous 
amount. Schools and educators need to trust, honor, and respect this by supporting the 
actualization of parents’ voices within family-school partnerships themselves, as well as in the 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Eligibility Screening Script 
Title of Research Study: Family-School Partnership and the Missing Voice of Parents 
Principal Investigator: Laura Rice Stein, MS.Ed, LCSW 
        Doctoral Candidate in Social Welfare 
 
 
Thank you for talking to me about my research. I am currently doing a study on the importance 
of family-school partnerships to best support students. There is a special focus on families that 
self-identify themselves as Black/African American and qualify for free lunch. Since families are 
most important in the lives of their children, my hope is to learn from families your feelings, 
ideas, and suggestions about what schools do and do not do well in working with you to best 
support your child(ren) and to treat you as a partner in her or his learning. I would like to ask you 
a few questions to determine whether you are able to participate in this research. Would you like 
to continue with the screening? 
 
Instruction: If yes, continue with the screening. If no, thank the person and hang-up. 
 
The screening will take no more than ten minutes. I will ask a few background questions about 
you and your child and a few questions about your experience with Borough’s Future 
Elementary.xxv You do not have to answer any questions you do not wish to. Your participation 
in the screening is voluntary.   
 
I will make my best efforts to keep your answers confidential. No one except the study team will 
have access to your answers. When the screening is done, if you decide not to participate in the 
study and/or if you do not qualify for the study your screening form will be kept in a secure and 
locked location until the study is completed and then it will be destroyed. If you do qualify to 
participate in the study and choose to participate and sign the research informed consent form, 
your screening answers will be kept with the research record, with your name being changed on 
both the form and other research material to maintain total confidentiality.  
 
Would you like to continue with the screening? 
 
Instruction: If yes, continue with the screening. If no, thank the person and hang-up. 
 
Do you have a child in the 3rd gradexxvi at Borough’s Future Elementary? _____ 
If yes, how many? _____ 
Does your child(ren) qualify for free lunch? _____ 
Do you or an adult caregiver in your home self-identify as Black/African American? _____ 
If yes, who self-identifies themselves? __________ 
Do you have experiences with your child’s teachers and/or other school staff that you feel have 
supported/helped your child? ______ 
Do you have experiences with your child’s teacher and/or other school staff that you feel have 
not supported/helped your child? ______ 
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Thank you for answering the screening questions.  
 
Instruction: Indicate whether the person is eligible; requires additional screening; or is not 
eligible and explain why. 
 
Do you have any questions about the screening or the research?  I am going to give you a couple 
of telephone numbers to call if you have any questions later.  Do you have a pen?  If you have 
questions about the research screening, you may call me at (redacted) or Steve Burghardt, the 
study faculty advisor, at (redacted). 
  
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or if you wish to voice any 
problems or concerns to someone other than the researchers, please call CUNY Research 
Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918.  
 
Thank you again for your willingness to answer our questions.  
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Appendix B: In-Person Recruitment Script 
Hello, my name is Laura Rice Stein and I am a PhD student at the CUNY Graduate Center with 
the Silberman School of Social Work at Hunter College. I am currently doing a study on the 
importance of family-school partnerships to best support students. Since families are most 
important in the lives of their children, my hope is to learn from families like yours about your 
feelings about what schools do and do not do well in working with you to best support your 
children. I also want to learn about the ways in which teachers and staff treat you as a partner in 
your children’s learning. In order to do so, I am conducting focus groups and one-on-one 
interviews with parents and caregivers of students in the 3rdxxvii grade to learn more about your 
experiences with the teachers and staff at Borough’s Future Elementaryxxviii. Information you 
reveal in the focus groups and one-on-one interviews will be kept confidential with the results of 
the study being reported in summary fashion, meaning your name will not be attached to the 
information. The results of the study will be shared with you as well as the school staff in order 
to help Borough’s Future do the best they can in working with you to teach and support your 
children.  
 
Please know, you are not required by the Borough’s Future Elementary to participate in this 
study; if you choose not to, it will in no way effect the school’s commitment to doing all they can 
to support you and your child. If you do participate in the study, you will receive a $15 gift card 
after completing an individual interview. 
 
If you interested in talking to see if you can be a part of the study, you can see me after the 
meeting or you can email me. I’ve left copies of a flyer about the study with my contact 
information on the table. Borough’s Future cannot and will not ever give me your contact 
information, so if you are interested in being a part of the study, you must reach out to me first.  
 
Thank you for giving me this time at your meeting to introduce the study and myself. I look 
forward to working with and learning from many of you in the coming months.  
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IS YOUR CHILD IN THE 3rdxxix GRADE AT BFE?xxx 
 
DO YOU FEEL THAT FAMILIES PLAY AN IMPORTANT PART IN MAKING SURE KIDS 
DO WELL IN SCHOOL? 
 
DO YOU WANT YOUR IDEAS TO BE HEARD ABOUT HOW SCHOOLS CAN BEST 
WORK WITH FAMILIES TO BEST SUPPORT KIDS IN THEIR SCHOOLING? 
 
DO YOU WANT YOUR IDEAS TO BE HEARD ABOUT HOW BFE CAN BEST PARTNER 
WITH YOU AND OTHER RACS’ FAMILIES? 
 
IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO THE ABOVE QUESTIONS  
YOU MAY BE ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY THAT HOPES TO 
LEARN FROM PARENTS/CAREGIVERS YOUR THOUGHTS ABOUT HOW SCHOOLS 
CAN BEST WORK WITH FAMILIES TO BEST SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN.  
 
IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO FIND OUT IF YOU ARE ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE 
AND/OR WOULD LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABOUT THE STUDY, PLEASE TEXT OR 
CALL LAURA RICE STEIN AT  
--------------.xxxi 
** ALL STUDY PARTICIPANTS RECEIVE A $15 GIFT CARD  
AS A THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. ** 
 
   
239 
Appendix D: Recruitment Letter 
Dear 3rd Gradexxxii BFExxxiii Families,  
 
My name is Laura Rice Stein and I am a PhD student at the CUNY Graduate Center with the 
Silberman School of Social Work at Hunter College. I am currently doing a study on the 
importance of family-school partnerships to best support students. Since families are most 
important in the lives of their children, my hope is to learn from families like yours about your 
feelings about what schools do and do not do well in working with you to best support your 
children. I also want to learn about the ways in which teachers and staff treat you as a partner in 
your children’s learning. In order to do so, I am conducting one-on-one face-to-face interviews 
with parents and caregivers of students that are in the 3rd grade in the 2014 – 2015 academic year 
in order to learn more about your experiences with the teachers and staff at BFE. Information 
you reveal in the one-on-one interviews and focus groups will not be attributed to you or your 
family in the study write-up.  The results will be reported in summary fashion, meaning your 
name will not be attached to the information. The results of the study will be shared with you, as 
well as with the school staff, in order to help BFE do the best they can in working with you to 
teach and support your children.  
 
Please know, you are not required by the BFE to participate in this study; if you choose not to, it 
will in no way effect the school’s commitment to doing all they can to support you and your 
child. If you do participate in the study, you will receive a $15 gift card at the end of your 
individual interview. 
 
If you are interested in learning more about the study or if you are eligible to participate, please 
contact me by email at (redacted) or by phone or text at (redacted).  
 




Laura Rice Stein 
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Appendix E: Consent to Participate in a Research Study 
Title of Research Study: Family-School Partnership and the Missing Voice of Parents 
Principal Investigator: Laura Rice Stein, MS.Ed, LCSW 
        Doctoral Candidate in Social Welfare 
Faculty Advisor:  Steve Burghardt, PhD 
      Professor of Urban Policy and Community Organizing 
 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study because you are a parent of a 3rd 
Graderxxxiv  at the Borough’s Future Elementaryxxxv. The research study is focusing on the 
importance of family-school partnerships to best support students, with a particular focus on 
parents/caregivers that self-identify themselves as Black/African American and whose child(ren) 
is eligible for free lunch. Since families are most important in the lives of their children, my hope 
is to learn from 20 – 50 individual parents/caregivers your feelings about what schools do and do 
not do well in working with you to best support your child(ren) and to treat you as a partner in 
her or his learning. 
 
If you volunteer to be a part of this research study, you will be asked to participate in one (1) 
one-on-one face-to-face interview lasting about one (1) hour and two (2) focus groups lasting 
about one and a half (1 ½) hours. To be in the study, you must participate in the one-on-one face-
to-face interview; you do not have to participate in the focus groups, but it is strongly 
encouraged. The one-on-one face-to-face interview and focus groups will be audio-recorded; if 
you ask the interviewer, you are allowed to review, edit, or erase the one-on-one recording only. 
The one-on-one face-to-face interview will be on a date and time that you and the interviewer 
agree on and will take place either at your home, Borough’s Future Elementary, the 
Creekwoodxxxvi Public Library, or the Creekwood Coffee Shop. The focus groups will take place 
at the Borough’s Future Elementary or a public location that focus group members can feel 
comfortable in, such as the Creekwood Public Library, on a date and time to be decided on by 
the interviewer. Your participation in the study should last no more than six (6) months. You will 
receive a $15 gift card at the end of the individual interview.  
 
Possible risks of being in the study are strong emotional feelings or reactions in the one-on-one 
face-to-face interview and/or focus groups when talking about your experiences with Borough’s 
Future Elementary. Other possible risks include other focus group members not keeping 
confidential the personal information or stories you share in those meetings. Possible benefits of 
being in the study are feeling good, feeling empowered, and/or feeling connected to other 
parents/caregivers from Borough’s Future Elementary. In addition, your participation in the 
study will help support family-school partnerships by bringing parent and caregiver experiences 
and ideas to the conversation about how schools can best work and partner with families.  
 
We will do all we can to keep confidential any information that is collected during this research 
study, and that can identify you. This information will only be shared with others with your 
permission or as required by law. The interviewer will protect your confidentiality by changing 
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your name and your child’s name in the one-on-on interview and focus group meeting audio-
recording write-ups. In addition, the one-on-one interview and focus group recordings and write-
ups will be stored in a locked and secure location for a minimum of three years. Please note, if 
anything is learned in the study that poses a safety risk to your child, the interviewer is a 
mandated reporter and therefore may need to report safety risks or concerns to Child Protective 
Services; you would be told of any need to report before any report is made.  
 
The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of 
research may have access to research data and records in order to supervise the research. 
Research records provided to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain information 
that can identify you or your family. Publications and/or presentations that result from this study 
will not identify you or your family by name. 
 
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you decide not to participate, 
there will be no penalty to you, and you will not lose anything. Further, you can decide to take 
away your consent and stop participating in the research at any time, without any penalty. If you 
have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can talk to one of the 
following researchers: 
 
Laura Rice Stein, Principal Investigator, (redacted email) 
Steve Burghardt, Faculty Advisor, (redacted email) 
 
If you have questions about your rights as someone who is a part of this study, or you have 
comments or concerns that you would like to talk about with someone other than the researchers, 
please call the CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918. You can also write 
to: 
 
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research 
Attn: Research Compliance Administrator 
205 East 42nd Street 
New York, NY 10017 
 
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign and date below. You will be given a 





___________________________________________________________    
Printed Name of Participant 
 
___________________________________________________________________________  





   
242 
I, ____________________________________, agree to participate in, and have audio recorded:  
  Name 
 
One-on-one face-to-face interview: YES/NO (please circle) Date: __________________ 
Focus Groups: YES/NO (please circle) Date: __________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________    
Printed Name of Individual Obtaining Consent 
 
____________________________________________________________   
Signature of Individual Obtaining Consent   Date  
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Appendix F: Study Interview Guidexxxvii 
There is a lot of discussion in education about the importance of positive family-school 
partnerships in order to best support students. In the hopes of learning more about what schools 
do and do not do well in building relationships with families to assist students in their learning, I 
am conducting interviews with parents/caregivers to learn more about your experiences. Our 
interview is completely confidential; nothing you reveal will be attributed to you or your family. 
If there are any questions you feel uncomfortable with, my hope is that you will share that with 
me during the course of the interview. If there is anything I do not ask but you feel is important 
for me to know, please do not hesitate in letting me know.  
 
I want to first learn more about you and your family, particularly regarding your child and her or 
his strengths and struggles. (If parent has more than one child at this school, read: I understand 
you have more than one child at Riverdale. Are both/all the children currently in the 3rd 
gradexxxviii at Borough’s Futurexxxix? If yes, read: I will ask you to pick one of those children 
for responding to all of the interview questions. Which of your children would you like to focus 
on for this interview? If no, read: I ask you to please focus on your child that is in the 3rd 
grade for responding to all of the interview questions.) 
 







Last year completed in school: 
Are you working full-time in the home as a homemaker? Y/N 
 If no, are you working p/t or f/t out of the home?  
Age of child: 
Child’s gender: 
Child’s race/ethnicity: 
Your relationship to child: 
Number of adults living in household and relationship to child: 
Number of children living in household and relationship to child: 
Are you currently working full-time as a homemaker in your home? 
 If no, are you currently working part-time or full-time outside of your home? 
Thank you for answering those questions.  I now would like to start learning about (child’s 
name) and their strengths and struggles at school and your experience of your role and the 
school’s role in providing support.  
 
Dimension: Parent’s understanding of child’s strengths and struggles as relates to school, 
strategies for addressing, and conception of family and school roles within addressing.  
 
• How would you characterize (name of child’s) strengths at school? Please explain. 
• Academically? 
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• With peers? 
• With adults? 
• Within the school community? 
 
• If/When these strengths foster success in school, tell me about different ways you 
have tried to support (name of child) in these success?  
• What have those efforts produced – either positive or negative. Please explain. 
• Which of these efforts have your found to be most effective? Please explain. 
• Who, if anyone, have you reached out to for assistance or support to promote 
these successes? (Family, friends, school staff, others) 
§ What did that reaching out look like? What did they do? 
• What was their response to your request for support? 
§ Family? 
§ Friends? 
§ School staff? 
§ Others? 
• Who, if anyone, has reached out to you? (Family, friends, school staff, other) 
§ What did that reaching out look like? What did they do? 
• What was your response to their request? 
§ How was your reaction different depending upon who reached out? 
Please explain.  
 
• How has the school tried to support (name of child) in her/his successes? 
• What have those efforts produced – either positive or negative? Please 
explain.  
• Which of these efforts have you found to be most effective? Please explain. 
 
• How would you characterize (name of child’s) struggles at school? Please explain.  
• Academically? 
• With peers? 
• With adults? 
• Within the school community? 
 
• If/When (name of child) has been struggling at school, tell me about the different 
ways you have tried to address or solve these struggles. 
• What have those efforts produced – either positive or negative? Please 
explain. 
• Which of these efforts have you found to be most effective? Please explain. 
• Who, if anyone, have you reached out to for assistance or support to address 
or solve these struggles? (Family, friends, school staff, other?) 
§ What did that reaching out look like? What did you do? 
• What was their response to your request for support? 
§ Family? 
§ Friends? 
§ School staff? 
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§ Others? 
• Who, if anyone, has reached out to you? (Family, friends, school staff, others) 
§ What did that reaching out look like? What did they do? 
• What was your response to their request? 
§ How was your response different depending upon who reached out? 
Please explain.  
 
• How has the school tried to address or solve these struggles? 
• What have those efforts produced – either positive or negative? Please 
explain.  
• Which of these efforts have you found to be most effective? Please explain. 
 
• In thinking about both (name of child’s) successes and struggles at school, what role 
do you feel you need to assume to help and support her/him? Please explain. 
• At or within the school? 
• At or within your home? 
• How is this different for you if/when (name of child) is doing well versus 
when he/she is struggling? Please explain.  
 
• In thinking about both (name of child’s) successes and struggles at school, what role 
do you feel the school needs to assume to help and support her/him? Please explain. 
• At or within the school? 
• At or within your home? 
• How is this different for you if/when (name of child) is doing well versus 
when he/she is struggling? Please explain.  
 
Now that I have an understanding of (name of child’s) successes and struggles at school, your 
role and strategies for providing support, and the school’s role and strategies for providing 
support, I want to focus more specifically on your experience in working and forming a 
relationship with the school. 
 
Dimension: Effort to form family-school partnership 
 
• With which of the school-related successes that you discussed have you worked on 
together with the school to attempt to continue to foster the success?  
• How did you work together? 
§ What was your role/activities? 
§ What was the school’s role/activities? 
§ What was the outcome/result you were hoping for in this work 
together? 
§ What outcome/result was actually produced? 
• How did you come to decide to work with the school on those successes? 
Please explain.  
• In preparing to work with the school, what were your ideas of how you 
wanted it to work? 
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§ What did you imagine you wanted the school’s role to be? 
§ What did you imagine you wanted your role to be? 
• How did the work get started on this? What happened first?  
§ Did they reach out to you? If yes, how so and who? 
§ Did you reach out to them? If yes, how so and to whom? 
§ How was it decided who from your family and who from the school 
would work together?  
• Who made that decision? 
• How were decisions made around the work?  
§ Where and when you met? 
§ What steps/actions needed to be taken?  
§ Who was responsible for those steps/actions? 
§ Who assessed if steps/actions were helpful/working? 
§ How often did those assessments occur? 
§ How was it addressed/handled if there was a disagreement or 
issue/area that people didn’t see eye-to-eye? 
§ How was it decided if goals were met? 
§ Who made those decisions? 
 
• With which of the school-related struggles you discussed have you worked on 
together with the school to attempt to address?  
• How did you work together? 
§ What was your role/activities? 
§ What was the school’s role/activities? 
§ What was the outcome/result you were hoping for in this work 
together? 
§ What outcome/result was actually produced? 
• How did you come to decide to work with the school on those issues? Please 
explain.  
• In preparing to work with the school, what were your ideas of how you 
wanted it to work? 
§ What did you imagine you wanted the school’s role to be? 
§ What did you imagine you wanted your role to be? 
• What was the process of starting that work?  
§ Did they reach out to you? If yes, how so and who? 
§ Did you reach out to them? If yes, how so and to whom? 
§ How was it decided who from your family and who from the school 
would work together?  
• Who made that decision? 
• How were decisions made around the work?  
§ Where and when you met? 
§ What steps/actions needed to be taken?  
§ Who was responsible for those steps/actions? 
§ Who assessed if steps/actions were helpful/working? 
§ How often did those assessments occur? 
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§ How was it addressed/handled if there was a disagreement or 
issue/area that people didn’t see eye-to-eye? 
§ How was it decided if goals were met? 
§ Who made those decisions? 
 
• In working with the school, did you feel like your ideas, decisions, and feelings were 
listened to and respected? 
• Why or why not? Please explain. 
• Was your experience different if working with them on areas around (name of 
child’s) successes versus her/his struggles?  
§ If yes, how so? Please explain.  
 
• What made a difference for you to feel like you had a voice in working together? 
Please explain.  
• How was this different for you if working with them on areas around (name of 
child’s) successes versus her/his struggles? Please explain. 
 
• What made a difference for you to feel like you did not have a voice in working 
together? Please explain. 
• How was this different for you if working with them on areas around (name of 
child’s) successes versus her/his struggles? Please explain. 
 
• What were the results from working together – either positive or negative? 
• How were these outcomes different if focusing on successes versus focusing 
on struggles? Please explain.  
 
• Did the experience working with the school make you want to work with them again 
on other current or future successes? Why or why not? 
 
• Did the experience working with the school make you want to work with them again 
on other current or future issues/struggles? Why or why not? 
 
• How have issues around race played a role in your experiences in working with the 
school? Please explain 
 
• Overall, what has fostered or inhibited developing a positive working relationship 
with the school? Please explain.  
 
• Overall, describe the type of interactions with the school that you feel are productive 
in helping to support (name of child’s) successes? Please explain.  
 
• Overall, describe the type of encounters with the school that you feel are productive 
in helping address (name of child’s) struggles. Please explain. 
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• Overall, describe the type of encounters with the school that you feel are 
unproductive or undermining in helping to support (name of child’s) successes. Please 
explain. 
 
• Overall, describe the type of encounters with the school that you feel are 
unproductive or undermining in helping to address (name of child’s) issues. Please 
explain. 
 
• How did my race/ethnicity affect your ability to feel comfortable talking to me today? 
Please explain.  
 
• Is there anything I have not asked or we have not discussed that you feel is important 
for me to know to better understand your thoughts, feelings, experiences, and ideas 
around working and partnering with the school to best support (name of child) in both 
her/his successes and her/his struggles? 
 
I want to thank you again for taking your time to speak with me today and for sharing so much of 
and about yourself and your family. I am grateful and truly appreciate it.  
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Appendix G: Codebookxl 
Dimension 1: Parent-Child 
PARENT SUPPORTS CHILD'S EDUCATION AND MODELS PARTNERSHIP 
WITH SCHOOL AT HOME THROUGH... 
  PARENT CREATES KNOWN EXPECATION AND CULTURE AROUND 
EDUCATION (9) 
P1, P7, P9, P10 
PARENT CREATED CULTURE OF "EDUCATION COMES 
FIRST"/IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION 
P1, P3, P6, P7, P9, P11, 
P12 
PARENT CREATED LINKAGE/CONNECTION FOR 
CHILD BETWEEN HOME AND SCHOOL 
  PARENT SUPPORTS/PROMOTES THIS EXPECTATION THROUGH… (8) 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11 
PARENT PROVIDING ACADEMIC GUIDANCE/SUPPORT 
AT HOME 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
PARENT PROVIDING SOCIO-EMOTIONAL SUPPORT OF 
CHILD 
 
Dimension 2: Parent-School 
PARENT BELIEF / EXPERIENCE OF SCHOOL ITSELF - POSITIVE (13) 
P2, P4, P5, P7, P8, P9, P10, 
P11 
PARENT BELIEVES IN / FEELS GOOD ABOUT 
SCHOOL  
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P9 
PARENT BELIEVES SCHOOL IS DOING VARIOUS 
THINGS (EDUCATIONALLY, PROGRAMATICALLY) 
TO SUPPORT, PROMOTE, AND CELEBRATE WHOLE 
CHILD (ACADEMIC, SOCIO-EMOTIONAL, HEALTH,  
POSITIVE SENSE OF SELF) 
  PARENT BELIEF/EXPERIENCE OF/WITH SCHOOL SUPPORT STAFF - 
POSITIVE (4) 
P2, P4, P7, P8, P9, P10 
PARENT HAS POSITIVE FEELINGS ABOUT SCHOOL 
SUPPORT STAFF 
P5, P7, P8, P9, P10 
PARENT REPORTS POSITIVE EXPERIENCE WITH 
SCHOOL STAFF 
  HOW DOES THIS MANIFEST INTO BEING? BY THE SCHOOL SEEKING TO 
ENGAGE AND SUPPORT FAMILIES THROUGH…. 
  COMMUNITY BUILDING EVENTS (3) 
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P4, P5, P7, P8 
SCHOOL PROVIDES COMMUNITY BUILDING 
EVENTS SUCH AS  DR. SUESS NIGHT, BUBBLE 
DAY, FIELD DAY, SHOWS, PAJAMA DAY, BOOK 
FAIR, FAMILY-SCHOOL BREAKSFASTS/DINNERS 
P5, P8, P9, P11 
SCHOOL PROVIDES OPEN SCHOOL NIGHT TO 
ADVISE OF CURRICULUM, MATH NIGHT 
  PROGRAMMING (2) 
P5, P8, P9, P12 
AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAMMING - PROVIDES 
PROVIDES SAFE SPACE, ENRICHMENT 
ACTIVITIES, & ACADEMIC SUPPORT  
P5, P8, P9 SCHOOL-BASED SUPPORT PROGRAM 
  MEETINGS / WORKSHOPS (3) 
P4, P5, P8, P11 
SCHOOL PROVIDES MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS TO 
SUPPORT PARENTS ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND 
AND EFFECTIVELY SUPPORT STUDENTS IN THEIR 
HOMEWORK 
P5, P8, P11 
SCHOOL PROVIDES HOMEWORK HELP SUPPORT 
FOR PARENTS 
  COMMUNICATION / OUTREACH (2) 
P1, P2, P3, P5, P8, P9, P12 
SCHOOL UTILIZES FLYERS, MONTHLY 
CALENDAR, VOICE MESSAGES, SCHOOL APP, 
TEXTS, BACKBACKING TO NOTIFY FAMILIES OF 
EVENTS/MEETINGS 
P2, P3, P5, P9 
SCHOOL FORMALY ADVISES OF CHILDS 
PROGRESS THROUGH PARENT/TEACHER 
CONFERENCES, REPORT CARDS/NARRATIVES 
  PERSONAL ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT (2) 
P8, P9 
SCHOOL STAFF GREET EVERYONE, KNOW 
EVERYONE'S NAMES 
P4, P9, P11 
SCHOOL STAFF EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATE 
WITH PARENT, AND PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR 
PARENT AND CHILD AS NEEDED 
  SCHOOL EFFORTS RECIPROCATED / SUPPORTED BY PARENT/FAMILY 
AWARENESS, EFFORTS, & PARTICIPATION (8) 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P8, P10, 
P12 
FAMILY UTILIZES VARIOUS SUPPORT RESOURCES 
OF SCHOOL  
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P1, P2, P3, P4, P5,P6, P7,  P8, 
P9, P10, P11 PARENT/FAMILIES ATTEND MEETINGS/EVENT 
  EXPRIENCES/BELIEFS IN/OF SCHOOL - NEGATIVE (5) 
P6, 12 
PARENT FEELS SCHOOL SUPPORT STAFF ARE 
"JUST HERE" - NOT FULLY INVESTED IN JOB, 
SCHOOL, STUDENTS, OR FAMILIES 
P3, P6, P11, P12 
SOME OFFICE STAFF ARE RUDE/UNWELCOMING 
TOWARDS PARENTS 
  AREAS FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT  
  COMMUNITY BUILDING AND SUPPORT (6) 
P4, P6 
PARENT WANTS MORE ACTIVITIES/EVENTS AT 
SCHOOL TO CHANGE SCHOOL ATMOSPHERE AND 
BUILD COMMUNITY 
P6, P12 
NEED MORE VARIED MEETING TIMES - PARENT 
UNABLE TO GO TO SCHOOL MEETINGS DUE TO 
CONFLICTS IN MEETING TIMES AND 
SCHOOL/WORK SCHEDULE 
  COMMUNICATION & DISSEMINATION (7) 
P2, P12 
SCHOOL NEEDS IMPROVED COMMUNICATION 
STRATEGIES WITH FAMILIES, BOTH IN 
DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION AS WELL AS 
IN DIRECT FACE-TO-FACE COMMUNICATIONS 
P2, P3 
PARENT WANTS ANONYMOUS WAY TO PROVIDE 
SUGGESTIONS - PARENT IDEAS - SUGGESTION 
BOX 
  IMPACT OF NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES / UNATTENDED IMPROVEMENT 
NEEDS (6) 
P6, P12 
LACK OF SCHOOL-WIDE FAMILY INVOLVEMENT 
DUE TO LACK OF AWARENESS OF MEETINGS 
AND/OR DUE TO TREATMENT FROM OFFICE 
STAFF 
P2 
PARENT DOES NOT WANT TO COME OFF 
"WRONG"OR BE SOLE VOICE IN 
COMMUNICATIONS - DILEMMA - WANTING TO 
HAVE A VOICE AND NOT WANTING TO BE SEEN 
AS DIFFICULT 
  PTA (8) 
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P9, P10 PARENT IS CRITICAL FEELING OF PTA 
 
Dimension 3: Parent-Principal 
PARENT BELIEF/EXPERIENCE OF/IN PRINCIPAL - POSITIVE (12) 
P2, P3, P4, P9, P10, P11 BELIEF IN PRINCIPAL (NOT SPECIFIED) 
P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P9 
PRINCIPAL CARES FOR/GOES "OUT OF WAY/DOES ALL 
CAN TO SUPPORT STUDENTS AND FAMILIES 
  HOW IS THIS BELIEF DEVELOPED/FOSTERED? EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP 
AND PARTNERSHIP THAT LOOKS LIKE… 
  PROGRAMMING (4) 
P4, P9 
BRINGS PROGRAMMING INTO SCHOOL THAT MANY 
FAMILIES COULD NOT OTHERWISE AFFORD (BOTH 
DURING SCHOOL YEAR & SUMMER) 
P4 
INSTITUTES COMMUNITY BUILDING EVENTS - DR. 
SUESS NIGHT, FIELD DAY, ETC. 
  PRINCIPAL LED ENGAGEMENT, ACCESSIBILITY, AND SUPPORT (7) 
P3, P4, P5, P6, P9 
PRINCIPAL KNOWS NAMES OF ALL THE STUDENTS, 
GREETING THEM BY NAME WHEN SEES THEM 
P3, P5, P7, P9 
PRINCIPAL MAKES SELF ACCESSIBLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO PARENTS, BOTH IN PERSON AND VIA 
TELEPHONE 
  PARENT RESPECT OF AND OUTREACH TO PRINCIPAL FOR PARTNERSHIP (7) 
P5 
PARENT RESPECTFUL OF PRINCIPAL'S TIME - KNOWS 
BUSY, WOULDN'T STOP BY UNANNOUNCED 
P3, P11 
PARENT ACTIVELY REACHES OUT TO PRINCIPAL IF 
UNHAPPY WITH SOMETHING AT THE SCHOOL 
  OBSTACLE TO EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIP DESPITE POSITIVE 
FEELINGS/EXPERIENCE OF PRINCIPAL (2) 
P8 
PARENT AFRAID OF BEING MISUNDERSTOOD AND/OR 
SEEN AS NOT ACCEPTING OF OTHERS SO CHOOSES TO 
NOT COMMUNICATE CONCERNS AROUND HIRING 
PRACTICES AROUND RACE/ETHNICITY 
P2 
PARENT DOES NOT WANT TO BE MISUNDERTOOD OR 
SEEN AS "WRONG" OR SOLE VOICE OF CONCERN SO 
DOES NOT ALWAYS VOICE OPPINIONS/CONCERNS 
EVEN THOUGH FEELS PARENT VOICE IN SCHOOLS IS 
POWERFUL AND IMPORTANT  
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PARENT BELIEF/EXPERIENCE OF/IN PRINCIPAL - NEGATIVE (4) 
P6 
PRINCIPAL TREATS JOB AS "JUST A JOB" - DOES 
THINGS BECAUSE "HAS" TO BECAUSE PRINCIPAL, NOT 
BECAUSE HEART IN IT 
P6, P11, P12 
PRINCIPAL DOES NOT DO ALL CAN/SHOULD TO KNOW 
AND/OR ENGAGE PARENTS 
  IMPACT OF INEFFECTIVE ENGAGEMENT/PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN 
PRINCIPAL & PARENT (4) 
P6 
PARENT FEELS OFFENDED RESULTING IN LACK OF 
DESIRE TO ENGAGE/PARTNER WITH SCHOOL AT 
LARGE 
P6 PARENT DOES NOT FEEL WELCOMED AT SCHOOL 
 
Dimension 4: Parent-Teacher 
PARENT EXPECTIONS OF TEACHER (7) 
P2, P4, P6, P10 
TEACHER TO COMMUNICATE WITH PARENT ABOUT 
CHILD ACADEMIC FUNCTIONING, BEHAVIOR, AND/OR 
SOCIO-EMOTIONAL FUNCTIONING 
P5, P6, P12 
TEACHER WILL SUPPORT/GUIDE STUDENTS' 
BEHAVIOR AS NEEDED 
  PARENT BELIEF/EXPERIENCE OF TEACHER (7) 
P2, P5, P7, P8, P9, 
P10,P11,  P12 
TEACHER IS ACCESSIBLE, AVAILABLE, AND 
RECEPTIVE FOR/IN PARTNERSHIP 
P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, 
P10, P12 TEACHER DOING ALL CAN TO SUPPORT STUDENTS 
 
HOW DO THEY KNOW THIS BELIEF/EXPERIENCE TO BE TRUE?  EFFECTIVE 
PARTNERSHIP THAT LOOKS LIKE… 
  TEACHER (6) 
P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P11, 
P12 
TEACHER RECEPTIVE AND ACCESSIBLE WHEN 
PARENTS REACH OUT TO PARTNER 
P1, P2, P3,  P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8 ,P9, P10, P11, P12 
TEACHER COMMUNICATES/REPORTS TO PARENT 
BOTH WHAT/WHEN/WHERE CHILD DOING WELL AND 
WHAT/WHERE/WHEN STRUGGLING, WORKING 
TOGETHER AS NEEDED TO ADDRESS ANY 
ISSUES/CONCERNS AND/OR TO PROMOTE POSITIVE 
FUNCTIONING/DEVELOPMENT (ACADEMIC, 
BEHAVIOR, SOCIO-EMOTIONAL) BOTH DURING 
SCHEDULED AND NON-SCHEDULED TIMES 
  PARENT (9) 
 
   
254 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
PARENT PARTICIPATING IN FAMILY/TEACHER 
CONFERENCES 
P3, P4, P5, P6, P9, P10, 
P11 
PARENT REACHING OUT TO TEACHER REGARDING 
CHILD'S ACADEMIC NEEDS AND/OR FUNCTIONING (IN 
CLASS AND HOMEWORK) AND/OR NEEDED 
ACADEMIC SUPPORT RESOURCES/MATERIALS  
 
HOW IS THIS EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIP FOSTERED AND NURTURED? 
  VARIED STRATEGIES/OPPORTUNITIES FOR SHARED COMMUNICATION (8) 
P1, P3, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, 
P10, P11, P12 
USE OF PICK-UP/DROP-OFF FOR TEACHER/PARENT 
COMMUNICATION  
P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, 
P11 
TEACHER REACHING OUT TO TALK/MEET WITH 
PARENT IF CHILD STRUGGLING - LETTER IN MAIL, 
BACKPACK NOTE, PHONE CALL, DROP-OFF/PICK-UP 
  MUTUALITY AND RESPECT IN PARENT/TEACHER RELATIONSHIP & IN 
VIEWED ROLE IN CHILD'S EDUCATION 
  PARENT/TEACHER (7) 
P3, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, 
P11, P12 
CHILD AWARE OF PARTNERING BETWEEN PARENT 
AND TEACHER 
P1, P2.P3,  P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8 ,P9, P10, P11, P12 
HELD/WORKING BELIEF THAT CHILD'S FUNCTIONING 
AT SCHOOL RESPONSIBILITY OF TEACHER/SCHOOL 
AND PARENT TOGETHER 
  TEACHER (4) 
P1, P2.P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
TEACHERS IS ACCESSIBLE, AVAILABLE, AND 
RECEPTIVE TO PARENT REACHING OUT TO PARTNER, 
TO PARENT QUESTIONS, AND/OR TO PARENT 
CONCERNS 
P1, P9, P12 
TEACHER SUPPORTS PARENT "IDEALS"/"BELIEFS" 
WITH CHILD 
  PARENT (6) 
P1, P7, P8, P11 
PARENT SUPPORTS AUTHORITY OF TEACHER IN 
COMMUNICATIONS TO CHILD 
P7, P9, P10 
PARENT ASKS TEACHER IF ANYTHING CAN DO/ANY 
HELP CAN PROVIDE TO SUPPORT 
TEACHER/CLASSROOM AND/OR PROVIDES DIRECT 
SUPPORT TO CLASSROOM/TEACHER 
  WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIP (11) 
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P1, P2.P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 PARENT HAS BELIEF IN TEACHER 
P1, P2.P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
PARENT FEELS TEACHER IS AREA OF 
SUPPORT/PERSON AT SCHOOL CAN PARTNER WITH 
  LOOPING  (12) 
P1, P2, P3, P4. P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 1. PARENT HAS POSITIVE FEELINGS ABOUT LOOPING 
P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, 
P10, P12 
3. LOOPING SUPPORTS CHILD'S COMFORT LEVEL 
WITH TEACHER / CHILD KNOWS TEACHER BETTER 
 
IF RELATIONSHIP BUILT - RESULTS/IMPACT OF DISCORD/DISAGREEMENT 
BETWEEN PARENT-TEACHER (3) 
P4 
PARENT REACHED OUT TO TEACHER WHEN FELT 
CHILD NOT BEING CHALLENGED ENOUGH; TEACHER 
"RETALIATION" OF EXTRA HOMEWORK FOR CHILD 
AFTER PARENT VOICED CONCERN CHILD NOT BEING 
CHALLENGED ENOUGH; PARENT REACHED OUT TO 
TEACHER TO WORK THROUGH WITH TEACHER; 
PARENT VOICED HOW COULD HAVE PERHAPS 
HANDLED ISSUE DIFFERENTLY, IE. ALLOWING 
TEACHER TIME TO SETTLE INTO BEING A NEW HEAD 
TEACHER; END RESULT: NO BREAK IN PARTNERSHIP 
P12 
TEACHER DID NOT INFORM PARENT OF BULLYING OF 
CHILD - PARENT HEARD FROM CHILD AFTER A 
SIGNIFICANT PERIOD OF TIME HAD PASSED; PARENT 
UPSET WITH HOW LARGER SCHOOL SYSTEM 
HANDLED ISSUES, NOT FULLY BLAMING TEACHER; 
PARENT GAVE 
ALLOWANCES/UNDERSTANDING/RATIONALIZATIONS 
FOR POSSIBLE REASONS AS TO WHY DID NOT ADVISE; 
PARENT ULTIMATELY HAD TO REACH OUT TO DOE 
FOR SUPPORT; TEACHER IMPROVED IN 
COMMUNICATIONS WITH PARENT AFTER 
INTERVENTIONS IN PLACE; PARENT VOICED 
UNDERSTANDING THAT TEACHERS ALSO LEARN AND 
GROW FROM EXPERIENCES, INCLUDING MISTAKES; 
RESULT: NO BREAK IN PARTNERSHIP. NOTE: PARENT 
DID NOT INFORM TEACHER OF FEELINGS OF UPSET 
ABOUT TEACHER NOT COMING TO HER ABOUT 
BULLYING OF CHILD BC DID NOT WANT TO 
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IF NO RELATIONSHIP BUILT - RESULTS/IMPACT OF 
DISCORD/DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN PARENT-TEACHER (NOTE: THIS IS 
WITH ASP TEACHER, NOT HEAD CLASSROOM TEACHERS) (2) 
P10 
PARENT FELT AFTER-SCHOOL STAFF POORLY 
HANDLED INCIDENT BETWEEN HER CHILD (NOT IN 
AFTER-SCHOOL) AND A GIRL IN AFTER-SCHOOL - 
REPRIMANDED HER CHILD AND NOT GIRL; PARENT 
CHOSE NOT TO SHARE/VOICE UPSET WITH STAFF 
BECAUSE MINDFUL OF HOW MIGHT BE ANGRY AND 
NOT COMMUNICATE AS WOULD HOPE TO; RESULT: 
NO ATTEMPT AT PARTNERSHIP, LEFT WITH NEGATIVE 
FEELINGS 
P2 
CHILD HAD REPEATED EPISODES OF BEING 
EMOTIONAL DURING AFTER SCHOOL CHESS 
PROGRAM; CHESS TEACHER REPRIMANDED CHILD 
AND TOLD PARENT CHILD WAS KICKED OUT OF 
PROGRAM ONLY TO COME BACK ANOTHER DAY TO 
SAY CHILD COULD RETURN; PARENT DISAGREES 
WITH HOW A TEACHER HANDLED CHILD'S SOCIO-
EMOTIONAL CHALLENGE; PARENT CHOSE NOT TO 
DISCUSS UPSET WITH TEACHER / "NOT EVEN WORTH 
IT"; PARENT PULLED CHILD FROM PROGRAM 
BECAUSE CHILD NOT INTERESTED AND BECAUSE 
TEACHER NOT SUPPORTIVE OF CHILD; RESULT: 
BREAK IN PARTNERSHIP 
 
Dimension 5: School-Based Support Program (Future Dreams Partnership) 
SUPPORT OF STUDENTS (3) 
P2, P6, P8, P10, P12 
SUPPORT - PROVIDES EFFECT SOCIO-EMOTIONAL 
SUPPORT OF CHILD 
P6, P10, P12 
COMMUNICATION - EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATES 
WITH PARENTS ABOUT CHILD'S 
FUNCTIONING/PROGRESS 
    
SUPPORT/EMPOWERMENT OF PARENTS/FAMILIES (6) 
P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P8, P9, 
P12 
EFFECTIVE RESOURCE/SUPPORT OF 
PARENTS/FAMILIES - GROUPS, SPACE TO TALK ABOUT 
HOME, SCHOOL, COMMUNITY, ETC. 
P4, P8, P12 
SUPPORT - PROVIDES WHOLISTICE 
SUPPORT/RESOURCES - HOUSING, FINANCES, FOOD 
PANTRY 
 
SUPPORT OF FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS (2) 
P2, P3, P12 COMMUNICATION BRIDGE BETWEEN FAMILIES AND PRINCIPAL 
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P9 
WORKING RELATIONSHIP - ATTENDS STEP TEAM COMPETITION 
ON SATURDAYS 
    
AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT (1) 
P8, P12 
TIME OF MEETINGS (AM) IMPACTS ALL PARENTS/PARENTS 
BEING ABLE TO ATTEND SUPPORT MEETINGS 
 
Dimension 6: Parent Manifested Belief in Parents’ Role in Education 
PARENT VOICED BELIEFS IN FAMILY-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP (10) 
P3, P5, P7, P9, P11, P12 
PARENT BELIEVES THAT CHILD'S FUNCTIONING AT 
SCHOOL RESPONSIBILITY OF SCHOOL AND PARENT 
TOGETHER 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P8, P12 
PARENT VOICED BELIEF THAT PARENTS SHOULD BE 
INVOLVED AT SCHOOL/CHILD'S EDUCATION 
  PARENT ACTIVE AT SCHOOL (9) 
P1, P4, P8, P11, P12 ACTIVE ON PTA / ATTENDS PTA 
P4, P6, P11, P12 
ATTENDS EVENTS/MEETINGS, BOTH IN SCHOOL AND 
EXTRA-CURRICULAR 
  PARENT SEEKS OUT/RECEPTIVE TO PARTNERSHIP WITH PRINCIPAL (3) 
P3, P11 
PARENT ACTIVELY REACHES OUT TO PRINCIPAL IF 
UNHAPPY WITH SOMETHING AT THE SCHOOL 
P4 
PARENT REACHES OUT TO PRINCIPAL FOR SUPPORT 
AND/OR TO UPDATE ON CHILDREN'S FUNCTIONING 
  PARENT SEEKS OUT/RECEPTIVE TO PARTNERSHIP WITH TEACHER AND/OR 
ACTIVE IN CLASS (4) 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9. P10, P11, P12 PARENT ATTENDS PARENT-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P8, P11, 
P12 
PARENT ACTIVELY REACHES OUT TO 
PARTNER/COMMUNICATE WITH TEACHER AROUND 
CHILD'S ACADEMIC, SOCIAL, AND/OR SOCIO-
EMOTIONAL FUNCTIONING 
  PARENT ACTIVITIES AT HOME TO SUPPORT CHILD'S EDUCATION (11) 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11 
PARENT/FAMILY PROVIDING HOMEWORK 
HELP/GUIDANCE/SUPPORT/REVIEW/CHECK 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
PARENT PROVIDING SOCIO-EMOTIONAL SUPPORT OF 
CHILD 
 
CRITICAL FEELINGS ABOUT OTHER PARENTS/FAMILIES NOT ACTIVE WITH 
SCHOOL (8) 
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P3, P4, P10 
BELIEF THAT SOME STUDENTS STRUGGLE NOT BECAUSE 
OF WHAT SCHOOL/PRINCIPAL NOT DOING BUT BECAUSE 
OF WHAT PARENT NOT DOING (LIKE NOT GETTING IEP) 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P9, P10, 
P11 
NOT BEING INVOLVED/ACTIVE AT SCHOOL - WITH 
TEACHER, ATTENDING MEETINGS, ETC. 
 
Dimension 7: Parent Knowledge/Opinion of School Curriculum and/or Larger Education 
System 
CURRICULM/TEACHING STRATEGIES (17) 
P7, P9, P12 
CURRICULUM COULD BE IMPROVED/ENHANCED BY 
INCLUDING MORE ON AA PEOPLES AND OTHER PEOPLE 
OF COLOR, IE. INVENTORS, ETC., NOT JUST KNOWN 
IMPORTANT PEOPLE IN HISTORY WITHIN CIVIL RIGHTS 
MOVEMENT 
P4, P8 
SCHOOL, INCLUDING EXTRA CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES, 
SUPPORTS DEVELOPMENT OF "WHOLE" CHILD 
  TESTING (10) 
P4, P8, P9 TESTING - HAPPY SCHOOL DOES NOT TEACH TO THE TEST 
P3, P7 
TESTING - PARENT FELT SUPPORTED BY SCHOOL IN 
DECISION TO OPT OUT OF STATE TESTS 
  EDUCATION SYSTEM / DOE & BOA (9) 
P1, P3, P4, P5, P11, 
P12 
PARENT IS KNOWLEDGEABLE OF SYSTEM AND/OR 
EFFECTIVELY ABLE TO TRAVERSE AND ADVOCATE 
WITHIN IT FOR BENEFIT OF CHILD 
P7, P9 
BELIEF OF IMPORTANCE OF SCHOOL TO SUPPORT KIDS' 
POSITIVE SOCIALIZATION WITH OTHERS 
 
Dimension 8: Race & Ethnicity 
FEELINGS/THOUGHTS ON IMPACT OF VIEW OF SELF AND OTHERS (7) 
P2 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN RACE/ETHNICITY PREJUDICE/RACISM IN 
US VERSUS CARRIBEAN - RACE IN US USED TO KEEP PEOPLE 
DOWN/IN A BOX 
P1, P2 
RACE/ETHNICITY/CULTURE - PARENTAL VIEWS/THOUGHTS 
AROUND RACE/ETHNICITY IN US 
  FEELINGS/THOUGHTS ON IMPACT IN US CULTURE AND/OR EDUCATION (5) 
P4 
BAD "OWN COMMUNITY" NOT COMING TOGETHER TO 
SUPPORT/UPLIFT ITSELF AND OUTSIDERS HAVING TO COME IN TO 
DO IT BECAUSE OUTSIDERS HAVE NOT LIVED THROUGH THE 
SAME EXPERIENCES SO CAN'T FULLY HELP BECAUSE CAN'T EVER 
FULLY UNDERSTAND/RELATE TO THEIR LIVED EXPERIENCES 
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P10 
CONCERNED ABOUT POLICE TREATMENT OF COMMUNITIES OF 
COLOR, PARTICULARLY BLACK BOYS; CONCERNED FOR SAFETY 
OF OWN CHILDREN 
  FEELINGS/THOUGHTS ON IMPACT ON PARENTING (2) 
P1, P2 
RACE/ETHNICITY/CULTURE - ROLE OF CULTURE IN PARENTING 
AROUND EDUCATION 
P2 ROLE OF CULTURE IN PARENTING 
  FEELINGS/THOUGHTS ON IMPACT ON/IN SCHOOL (15) 
P5, P8, P9 
FEELS SCHOOL IS RACIALLY/ETHNICALLY MIXED AND EVERYONE 
INTERACTING WELL  
P3, P7, P12 
PARENT FEELS RACE IS NOT IMPACTFUL IN EXPERIENCES WITH 
SCHOOL 
  FEELINGS/THOUGHTS OF IMPACT RACIALIZED STEREOTYPES ON/IN 
SCHOOL, EDUCATION SYSTEM, AND LARGER COMMUNITY/SOCIETY  (8) 
P2, P10 
BELIEF THAT BOARD OF ED "NEGLECTS" STUDENTS IN 
NEIGHBORHOOD BECAUSE STEREOTYPED AS BAD 
P2, P10, P12 
DIFFERENT TREATMENT OF CHILDREN/FAMILIES BECAUSE OF 
"STIGMA" OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
  INTERNALIZED RACISM (3) 
P4 
FEELS BAD “OWN RACE” CAN'T COME TOGETHER TO 
SUPPORT/UPLIFT COMMUNITY AND THAT OUTSIDERS HAVE TO 
COME IN AND DO IT 
P4 
VOICED THAT PREVIOUS SCHOOLS ATTENDED NOT GOOD EVEN 
THOUGH HAD BLACK TEACHERS AND BLACK PRINCIPAL AS 
OPPOSED TO CURRENT SCHOOL THAT HAS A WHITE PRINCIPAL  
 




ALTHOUGH NOT PARENT EXPERIENCE, INDICATION THAT SOME 
PARENTS HAVE NEGATIVE VIEW OF PRINCIPAL 
  RACE/ETHNICITY (3) 
P3 
ALTHOUGH NOT PARENT EXPERIENCE, REPORTS THAT SOME PARENTS 
FEEL RACE IS NEGATIVELY IMPACTFUL IN THEIR EXPERIENCES WITH 
THE SCHOOL 
P4 
SOME FAMILIES MAY NOT PARTNER DUE TO RACE (WHITE) OF 
PRINCIPAL AND HEAD OF PFC 
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LARGER SCHOOL ENTITY (1) 
P3 
ALTHOUGH NOT PARENT EXPERIENCE, VOICED KNOWLEDGE THAT 
SOME FAMILIES DON'T FIND SCHOOL TO BE SUPPORTIVE/DON'T WANT 
TO PARTNER WITH SCHOOL 
  PARENT/FAMILY STRUGGLE (3) 
P3 
DISCUSSION AROUND WHY SOME PARENTS MAY NOT BE ACTIVE AT 
SCHOOL - PSYCHOLOGICAL, ACADEMIC 
P4 
SOME FAMILIES MAY NOT ATTEND/ACCESS/PARTICIPATE IN 
SUPPORTIVE PROGRAMMING AND/OR EVENTS OFFERED BECAUSE OF 
STRUGGLES AT HOME 
 
Additional 2: Experience of Interview/Interviewerxlii 
P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 
P8, P9, P10, P11, P12 
REPORTS POSITIVE COMFORT LEVEL WITH 
INTERVIEWER 
P1, P4, P6 
REPORTS RACE/ETHNICITY DIFFERENCES NOT 
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Endnotes
                                                
i Of note, although written 45 years ago, Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder continues to be widely 
regarded, cited, and utilized to this day. One of the major limitations of the Ladder, as Arnstein 
(1969) discusses, is that it does not fully delineate all the nuances and differences between the 
“haves” and the “have-nots” as well as does not include an analysis of very real partnership road 
blocks for both parties, such as but not limited to racism, resistance to power redistribution, lack 
of organizing and/or political power. In addition, the Ladder contains eight (8) rungs, where in 
the everyday real world interactions, it probably requires 150 rungs to fully flesh out the range of 
participation and partnership levels (Connor, 1988). Although Connor (1988) developed what he 
coined “A new ladder of citizen participation” that seeks to broaden the scope of the model usage 
where he feels Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder falls short, it focuses more on projects and programs as 
opposed to individual citizen participation. As such, since this study is focusing on individual 
families and not programs, I contend that Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder as originally outlined is most 
appropriate to use. However, to address some of its limitations, I hope to tease out how racial, 
economic, and power differences play a role in issues and processes, both successful and 
unsuccessful, when schools seek partnership with families.  
 
ii The historical antecedents that lay the groundwork for the systemic racialized marginalization 
of individuals, families, and communities of color that are ever present today is acutely 
intertwined in our education system. For further readings that delve more greatly into this subject 
than I am able to in the scope of this paper please refer to: Adams, M. et al. (2013). Readings for 
diversity and social justice; Alexander, M. (2012). The new Jim Crow: Mass incarceration in the 
age of colorblindness; Children’s Defense Fund (2007), America’s cradle to prison pipeline; 
Alvarez, A.N., Liang, C.T.H. & Neville, H.A. (Eds). The cost of racism for people of color: 
Contextualizing experiences of discrimination; Miller, J. & Garran, A. M. (2008). Racism in the 
United States; Zinn, H. (2015). A people’s history of the United States.   
 
iii It is important to note that although schools serving Black students in segregated schools did so 
with less funding, supplies, adequate building structures, and more than those of their White 
counterparts, it should not be assumed that these schools did not provide an educational 
environment steeped in high expectations, respect, and support that proved to be a powerful 
resource for Black students, families, and communities. To read more on how schools serving 
Black children effectively educated and supported students and families during legalized 
segregation, please see Edwards, P. A. (1993). Before and after school desegregation: African-
American parents’ involvement in schools. Educational Policy, 7, 340-369; and Walker, V.S. 
(1996). Their highest potential: An African American school community in the segregated south. 
Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press. 
 
iv The subject of the historical and present-day inequities Black Americans have to contend with 
in public education is profound and of great import. For further readings that delve more greatly 
into this subject than I am able to in the scope of this paper please refer to; Anyon, J. (1997). 
Ghetto schooling: A political economy of urban educational reform; Delpit, L. (2006). Other 
people’s children: Cultural conflict in the classroom; Kozol, Jonathan (1991). Savage 
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inequalities: Children in America’s schools; Kozol, Jonathan (2005). The shame of the nation: 
The Restoration of Apartheid Schooling in America; Lightfoot, S. L. (1978). Worlds Apart: 
Relationships between Families and Schools; Smith W. D. & Chunn, E. W. (Eds.) (1993). Black 
Education: A Quest for Equity and Excellence; Tyack, D. B. (1974). The One Best System: A 
History of American Urban Education.  
 
v Although the scope of this paper focuses on Black Americans and their historical and present 
day experiences in the U.S. public school education system, particularly as relates to family-
school partnerships, it is important to note that other racial and/or ethnic groups, in particular 
Native Americans and Latinos, also have a history of being targeted, oppressed, marginalized, 
and pathologized in the education system and in larger society yielding similar disparate 
outcomes for their children, families, and communities as those for Black Americans. For further 
readings on this subject please refer to: Klooterman, V. I. (Ed). (2003). Latino students in 
American schools: Historical and contemporary views; Reyhner, J. A. & Eden, J. M. O. (2004). 
American Indian education: A history.   
 
vi The current controversy around standardized testing and concerns about the privatization of 
public schools is extraordinarily significant in any discussion about current educational policy 
and reform. For further readings that delve more deeply into this subject than I am able to in the 
scope of this paper please refer to: Fabricant, M. & Fine, M. (2013). The changing politics of 
education: Privatization and the dispossessed lives left behind; Ravitch, D. (2013). Reign of 
error: The hoax of the privatization movement and the danger to America’s public schools; 
Ravitch, D. & Vinovskils, M. A. (Eds.), (1995). Learning from the past: What history teaches us 
about school reform.  
 
vii As discussed, Latino and Native American children and families, as well as other groups 
marginalized and targeted for oppression in the United States, have a history of being 
marginalized in our education system including but not limited to the difficulties these families 
experience in forming relationships with schools. As such, it is equally important that studies are 
conducted in pursuit of improving their partnerships with schools in pursuit of best outcomes for 
their children. In doing so, it is imperative to note the distinct historical and present day context 
of experience particular to each community in order to best understand the obstacles to 
partnership and the pathways to improving them.  
 
viii Please note, to ensure confidentiality, the name of the school, school principal, and teachers, 
as well as the name of the school-based support program and its director are all pseudonyms.  
 
ix Please note, I did not know Borough’s Future used a looping strategy upon reaching out to 
work with them nor after the principal agreed. I learned this from the study participants during 
their interviews. As will be discussed, I believe that looping was a powerful mechanism at the 
school that supported the building of effective family-school partnerships.   
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x Please note, some participants self-identified as Black while others self-identified as African 
American, Caribbean American, Jamaican American, and more. All reported racial/ethnic self-
identifying names/labels were held under the label “Black” for the purposes of this study.  
 
xi Please note, if a prospective participant had two children in the appropriate grade, the interview 
would focus on both children, asking the participant to speak to their experiences with and of 
both children’s teachers. However, no participant had two or more children at the school in the 
same eligibility grade.  
 
xii Please see Appendix A for the Eligibility Screening Form.  
 
xiii Although this study was not designed in a Participatory Action Research (Baum, MacDougall, 
& Smith, 2006) frame, in order to demonstrate my respect of and for her and her knowledge of 
parents at Borough’s Future, I readily agreed to the offered guidance and support of the PTA 
President. In addition to garnering support and feedback about the recruitment flyer and letter, as 
well as in its initial distribution, the PTA President was also the first parent to be screened, 
accepted, and interviewed for the study. In doing so, in addition to providing valuable insight 
into her experience of family-school partnership, the PTA President also provided important 
feedback regarding the interview protocol itself. To ensure parent/caregiver confidentiality, I did 
not share with the PTA President any of the names of parents/caregivers that sought to 
participate in the study, whether they actually participated or not.   
 
xiv Please see Appendix B for Recruitment Script, Appendix C for Recruitment Flyer, and 
Appendix D for Recruitment Letter.  
 
xv The profound level of receptiveness to my research and to me, and the support provided 
throughout the recruitment and research process, by the Borough’s Future principal, teachers, 
and support staff, Future Dreams staff, and study participants is important to note. I believe it 
speaks to the overall welcoming culture of the school that at least the study participants 
experience, as well as the school leadership’s commitment to doing all they can to foster 
effective and productive family-school partnerships. However, it is also important to note that 
despite this support, there were also many parents and families that I was not able to reach in this 
study. As will be discussed, this speaks to the very complicated nature of building and fostering 
family-school partnership in and of itself.  
 
xvi The one person that decided not to participate in the study did not due so to reported 
discomfort that the study focused solely on those that identified as Black. They felt that families 
of all ethnicities at the school should be included. I re-discussed why the study focus was solely 
on those that identified as Black. The person voiced understanding and appreciation for the 
reason, but ultimately decided against participating. I thanked them for participating in the 
screening process and voiced appreciation for their honesty and feedback.   
 
xvii Please see Appendix F for Interview Guide.  
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xviii To secure confidentiality in the transcription and coding process, the study participants and 
their children were coded as “P” for Adult Participant and “C” for Child. A numerical code was 
added to each letter in the order that participants interviewed. For example, P1 and C1 
correspond to the first interviewed study participant and their child. To continue to ensure 
confidentiality throughout this dissertation each parent and child code as described above has 
been replaced with a name pseudonym.  
 
xix Please see Appendix E for the Informed Consent.  
 
xx In order to continue to ensure confidentiality of families, I made strategic decisions within the 
writing up of the findings to sometimes not use a participant’s pseudonym name if the story they 
were sharing could easily be referenced back to them.  
 
xxi Please see Appendix G for the Codebook.  
 
xxii Please note, some study participants had more than one child attending Borough’s Future, but 
not all were in the appropriate grade to be focused on in the interview due to the study focus of 
3rd and then 4th-grade; as noted, twelve children were in the appropriate grade and thus were 
included in the sample description. 
 
xxiii The subject of State Standardized Tests is more complicated and in depth than I am able to 
speak to in this dissertation. For more reading in this area, please see: Hagopian, J. (2014). More 
than a score: Uprising against high stakes testing; Kamenetz, A. (2015). The test: Why our 
schools are obsessed with standardized testing – but you don’t have to be; Ravitch, D. (2016). 
The death and life of the great American school system. 
 
xxiv The history of racialization in the U.S., and its ongoing impact, is a larger discussion than is 
possible within the scope of this dissertation. For further reading on this important topic, please 
see Battalora, J. (2013). The birth of a white nation: The invention of white people and its 
relevance today. Houston, TX: Strategic Book Publishing and Rights Co., and Roediger, D. R. 
(2005). Working toward whiteness: How America’s immigrants became white. Cambridge, MA: 
Basic Books. 
 
xxv Please note: school name is a pseudonym.  
 
xxvi Please note: student grade changed to 4th grade in 2015-2016 academic year. 
 
xxvii Please note: student grade changed to 4th grade in 2015-2016 academic year. 
 
xxviii Please note: school name is a pseudonym.  
 
xxix Please note: the grade of child was changed to 4th Grade in the 2015-2016 academic year. 
 
xxx Please note: the school acronym is a pseudonym. 
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xxxi Please note: cell number is redacted. 
 
xxxii Please note: grade changed to 4th grade in the 2015-2016 academic year. 
 
xxxiii Please note: school acronym is a pseudonym. 
  
xxxiv Please note: student grade changed to 4th Grade in the 2015-2016 academic year. 
 
xxxv Please note: school name is a pseudonym. 
 
xxxvi Please note: neighborhood name is a pseudonym. 
 
xxxvii Please note, many follow-up questions within the Guide were prompts that were utilized to 
guide the interview, but not all the listed prompts were necessarily asked. Further, this guide was 
flexible and fluid throughout the research process in order to best tailor the questions to the 
emergent learning within the study. 
 
xxxviii Please note: student grade was changed to 4th grade in the 2015-2016 academic-year. 
  
xxxix Please note: school name is a pseudonym.  
 
xl Please note, within each main dimension, a maximum of two example themes are shown under 
each subheading, with the number indicated in parentheses after each subheading title reflecting 
the total number of actual themes included in that subheading in the final codebook.  
 
xli Please note: the data included in this “additional” dimension was folded into the discussion of 
other dimensions in Chapters 6, 7, and 8 as appropriate.  
 
xlii Please note: the data included in this “additional” dimension was included in discussions 
within Chapters 6, 7, and 8 as appropriate. 
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